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WHAT WE STAND FOR 
Capitalism is an anarchic economic system, based on 
production for profit, which has plunged the world into crisis 
in 2009, throwing millions of working class families into 
destitution and threatens to do so in the future. 

Today we stand on the precipice of climate catastrophe, 
which is already devastating the lives of millions of 
the world’s poorest people. Only by taking control of 
energy production, agriculture and manufacturing on an 
international level can we shift away from fossil fuels, reverse 
global heating and limit the effects of mass extinction. 

The system of capitalist competition is not confined 
to the economy. The growing tensions and rivalry between 
different capitalist powers, particularly the USA and China, 
threaten to break out into war. Brexit is an expression of the 
realignment of the major, imperialist powers into rival, ever 
more nationalist blocs, which is why we oppose it. 


AGAINST REFORMISM & STALINISM 
The Labour Party is not a socialist party. It seeks to manage 
capitalism, not abolish it. 

While we support reforms that benefit the working 
class and its struggles, and urge the Labour Party to make 
real inroads into bourgeois property, wealth and privilege, a 
Labour government can only take strides towards socialism 
if it bases itself on workers’ councils of action and arms the 
working class at crucial moments. Only then would it become 
a real workers’ government. 

Likewise the trade union leaders limit their struggles to 
what is acceptable within capitalism, while bureaucratically 
sabotaging strikes and movements that threaten to transcend 
these limits and therefore their own privileges. 

We are for a rank and file movement in the unions to 
oust this bureaucracy, democratise the unions and win them 
to a revolutionary action programme based on a system of 
transitional demands, which serve as a bridge from today's 
struggles to the socialist revolution. Central to this is the 
fight for strike committees to be in charge of disputes and for 
workers’ control of production. 

The misnamed Communist Party of Britain claims to 
stand to the left of the Labour Party. But its model of socialism 
is derived from the USSR, where a privileged bureaucracy 
formed a Stalinist dictatorship against the proletariat, not of 
the proletariat. It supports a national, parliamentary road to 
socialism, which leads it to support Brexit and the trade union 
bureaucracy. 


WE ARE INTERNATIONALISTS 

We oppose all wars of conquest and oppression, while 
supporting liberation struggles and popular revolutions, 

by means of mass action by the working class, urban and 
rural poor, young people, and winning over the rank and file 
soldiers. 

The imperialist powers justify their systematic 
exploitation and plundering of African, Asian and South 
American countries with racism, with false humanitarian 
concerns, or claims to be waging a war on terror. This 
propaganda serves to divide the working class at home and 
soften it up for wars abroad. 

In opposition to this we unconditionally support the 
struggles of the semi-colonial countries against imperialism. 
We fight for the withdrawal of British troops from NATO and 
all foreign bases, including Northern Ireland. In any armed 
conflict, Britain acts as an imperialist power. Against this, we 
are for the defeat of our “own” army and for the victory of the 
oppressed. 
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However, we politically oppose the nationalists and 
Islamists who lead the struggles of the oppressed and seek 
to replace imperialist oppression with their own. Against this, 
revolutionary communists fight for the strategy of permanent 
revolution - for the anti-imperialist, democratic struggle to 
become a socialist revolution, led by the working class at the 
head of the people, the rural and urban poor. 

Marx argued that a nation that oppresses another can 
never itself be free. Red Flag supports the national rights 
of both Palestinians and Israeli Jews, calling for the right 
of all Palestinian refugees to return to Israel/Palestine and 
one democratic, secular state for both peoples. We support 
the right to self determination for all oppressed national 
minorities, from the Kurds to the Tibetans, Rohingya and 
Kashmiris. 


WE FIGHT FOR LIBERATION 

We fight against the oppression that capitalism inflicts on 
people because of their race, sex, age, sexuality, gender 
identity or disability, and for their liberation. These systems 
of ideological and institutional oppression ultimately serve 
capitalism. We support self-defence against all bigoted 
violence. 

We fight racism and fascism. We support free 
movement and oppose all immigration controls. We support 
no platform for fascists, driving them off our streets and out 
of our communities. We campaign in the Labour movement 
to support anti-racist and anti-fascist movements and 
protests, and for a national labour and trade union stewards’ 
organisation to defend our movement. 

Capitalism needs women to perform unpaid labour 
in the home to replenish the ranks of workers for future 
exploitation on a daily and generational basis. The need to 
uphold the oppressive ideals of the patriarchal family means 
the oppression of not just women but all LGBT+ people in 
bourgeois society. 

We need a working class women’s movement to lead 
the fight against sexism within the labour movement and 
society at large, and caucuses of all oppressed groups to 
combat oppression in the left and labour movement. 





OUR GOAL IS REVOLUTION 

We stand for the expropriation of the capitalist class and 
the abolition of their ownership of the means of production. 
We are for its replacement by socialist production, 
democratically planned with the participation of all, to meet 
the needs of humanity and the ultimate source of all wealth, 
the earth. 

Only a socialist revolution, which defeats and breaks up 
the institutions that support and defend private ownership 
of the economy, can achieve this goal. A revolutionary party 
must lead the working class, organising itself in workers’ 
councils and a workers’ militia, to bring this revolution to 
victory and establish the rule of the majority. 

There is no peaceful, parliamentary road to socialism. 
The struggle against global capitalism for socialist cannot be 
completed in a single, isolated country. All these struggles 
must be waged internationally. 

Workers, the young, the socially and racially oppressed, 
across Europe and the world, need to come together to fight 
for a new world party of socialist revolution. Learning from 
the strengths and the weaknesses of the four Internationals 
socialists have built since 1864, this must be the Fifth 
International. It has huge but vital tasks. 


If you agree, join Red Flag - the fighting socialist organisation! 
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END THE WAR IN SYRIA! 

TURKEY IS NOW openly waging war 
in Syria against the Assad regime 
and, in fact, against its ally, Russia. 
The fact that, since 27 February, 
Turkey is no longer preventing 
Syrian refugees from travelling to 
Europe means that they are once 
more using them as pawns in the 
game. 

The Turkish invasion of 
Syria was motivated, like the 
intervention of all other powers, 
by geostrategic objectives. 
Originally set on overthrowing 
Assad himself, Erdogan now 
wants to have as large a part as 
possible of the booty, i.e. to help 
shape the country’s new order and 
profit from its reconstruction. He 
portrays the invasion of Turkish 
troops, the conquest of Afrin and 
other Kurdish cities, as an act of 
“defence” of his country, just as 
Russia, Iran and Syria glorify the 
brutal re-establishment of the 
Assad regime as a “fight against 
terrorism”. 

Just like the working classes in 
Russia or Iran, the Turkish working 
class should refuse any support to 
“its” government. Erdogan’s war 


is not our war. At the same time, 

it does not help to rejoice over the 
death of Turkish soldiers, what is 
important is to force Erdogan and 
the regime to withdraw from Syria, 
not only from Idlib, but also from 
Rojava and all other areas of the 
civil war. 

In Turkey, Russia and the 
NATO countries, we need a broad 
united front of the trade unions and 
parties of the working class. Only 
the working class, in international 
solidarity with the refugees, 

Kurds and the working class and 
democratic opposition in Syria 

can stop this war! Who could be 
drawn in if we strike? How could 
Turkey continue to wage war if 

the working class takes to the 
barricades and calls a general strike 
in solidarity with the four million 
civilians in Idlib and the three 
million Kurds in Northern Syria? 
As the German workers song goes, 
“All the wheels must stand still, if 
the workers say they will” and, of 
course, this can also apply to the 
tracks of a tank! 

Only a joint, international, anti-war 
movement, based on the working 
class, can prevent the Syrian civil 
war from spreading further, even 


becoming a confrontation between 
NATO and Russia. 


OPEN THE BORDERS! 
HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS, if 
not millions, of people are fleeing 
what is left of their homes in 
Syria. Currently, large groups of 
refugees are gathering in Edirne, 
a Turkish border town near 
Bulgaria and Greece, and in Izmir 
and other Aegean port cities in 
western Turkey. 
The opening of the borders by 
Erdogan - motivated solely by 
the desire to receive financial, 
political and possibly also military 
support from his European allies - 
appears to hundreds of thousands 
of displaced, impoverished, 
disenfranchised and traumatised 
people as an unexpected glimmer 
of hope. 

But opening the Turkish border 
does not mean that the people 
who are fleeing will get very far. 
Frontex has been further equipped 
in recent years, and more and 
more police and border guards are 
being ordered to the EU’s external 
borders. If the rush becomes too 
great, it cannot be ruled out that 
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the armed force of Frontex will 
shoot people at the borders. This 
threatens a humanitarian crisis for 
the people in Idlib and the millions 
of refugees from the civil war. 
We need to open Europe’s borders 
for all. Right now! We must fight 
to ensure that all those who want 
to enter Europe have safe escape 
routes by sea or land and can 
settle, work and build a livelihood 
in the countries of their choice. 
In recent days Bulgaria and 
Greece have transferred thousands 
of additional police, border guards 
and soldiers to the land borders 
with Turkey to stop the refugees 
with tear gas and armed patrols. 
In the Aegean, the Greek navy 
and army are mobilising. On some 
islands, the army is to carry out 
firing exercises, and the EU is 
sending reinforcements through 
Frontex. War is being waged 
against the refugees. 
¢ Open the borders! 
¢ Disband Frontex! 
¢ Safe travel and assistance for all 
refugees! 
¢ For resettlement under the 
control of trade union and 
refugee organisations! 
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VOTE LONG-BAILEY AND 
BURGON AND PREPARE 10 


FIGHT THE RIGHT WING 


By Jeremy Dewar 


IME RACE TO become Labour Party leader 

is entering the final straight, with three 

candidates left running when the ballot 

opened on Monday 24 February. Keir Starmer, 
never a Corbynista, claims he will not “oversteer” 
away from Corbyn’s policies, but steer away from 
them he surely will. Lisa Nandy (who, like Starmer, 
joined the 2016 PLP revolt against Corbyn’s 
leadership) has made clear she will do the same. 
Both, particularly Starmer, are attracting support 
from the right, but also sections of the left. Only 
Rebecca Long-Bailey has emerged as the clear 
continuity candidate of the Corbyn left. 

It is fair to say the campaign has not excited 
passions in the way Jeremy Corbyn’s leadership 
bids did in 2015 and 2016. The Labour left is 
demoralised and fragmented following the defeat 
of the general election, with a section confused by 
the “unity and electability” arguments of Starmer 
or left-sounding pitch of Nandy and many put off by 
Long-Bailey’s repeated assertions of “patriotism” 
and known pro-Brexit position. 

While it is important for party members 
to rally behind Long-Bailey, for her support for 
Corbyn’s policies as well as her promises to carry 
though democratic reforms including automatic 
selection of MPs, it is equally necessary to examine 
her strengths and weaknesses in order to be 
forewarned, and to establish what was missing 
under Corbyn - an independent, critical left that 
can fight to transform the party. 


Positives 

One of Long-Bailey’s strengths is her defence of 
both the 2017 and 2019 manifestos. She is openly 
proud of having contributed to the development 
of Labour’s key economic policies, like the (albeit 
partial, gradual) renationalisation of mail, rail, 
water and energy. In the hustings, she pointed 


the party in the right direction when she called for 
Labour to be at the heart of a mass trade union 
membership drive and to voice vocal support for 
all strikes. 

But perhaps the biggest positive is Long- 
Bailey’s support for making every sitting MP face 
open re-selection every five years, which would 
be a real improvement in members’ rights over 
the PLP. Trigger ballots are notoriously difficult 
to win because of the incumbent being the only 
candidate; open ballots allow the left to prepare 
manifestos and candidates. 

But democratisation shouldn’t stop here. The 
sovereignty of conference, particularly over the 
PLP, but also over policy and the manifesto, has to 
be established. It would also be refreshing to see 
a leadership candidate call for a reduction in the 
power of the leadership’s office to declare policy 
without any mandate or warning, a practice even 
Corbyn employed, e.g. over immigration. 

And her endorsement of Angela Rayner, an ex- 
Unison official, for deputy leader was in part surely 
meant to show loyalty to the union bureaucracy. 
Though the Labour left has rarely (outside of 
mass strike action) publicly criticised the union 
bureaucracy, the leaders like McCluskey who wield 
the bloc vote in conference and pack the NEC are 
an obstacle to more radical policies and often push 
for damaging compromises on climate change and 
free movement, or the anti-Semitism offensive 
against Labour. Will they support open selection? 
Organising the rank and file in the Party, many 
of them trade unionists, is key to changing trade 
union leadership, policy, and democratisation of 
the party itself. 

Long-Bailey’s pluses are tempered by a 
growing list of less positive stances. Under pressure 
in the BBC Newsnight and Channel 4 hustings, 
RLB refused to support the 4-day week, lowering 
retirement age for all to 66 or abolishing private 


schools: all Labour Party policy. Her argument on 
the four day week - that Labour had promised 
things it couldn’t achieve in the first five years - 
could become a template for dropping policies and 
downsizing the future manifesto. 

She criticises the 2019 Labour manifesto for 
its lack of a compelling narrative, contributing 
to a “lack of credibility’, which has considerable 
truth. But at her Lewisham rally, she presented her 
alternative - “aspirational socialism” — as necessary 
to relate to homeowners who had bought their 
council flat, were both in work, and voted Leave 
(the unspoken implication is that they also voted 
Tory). 

But the need to court the aspiring homeowners 
~ in itself a reversion to the Kinnock-Blair-Brown- 
Miliband era - can’t be the main priority. At a time 
of declining social services, stagnant wages and 
the rise of precarious working, especially among 
the pro-Labour youth, appeals to aspiration, 
patriotism and winning back those who defected 
to the Tories is one hundred per cent wrong. 

Her proposal to abolish the feudal relic (and 
modern cronyism) of the House of Lords is great - 
so why did Long-Bailey say she would vote against 
abolishing the monarchy at the hustings, when 
even Nandy stated she would?! Long-Bailey’s 
alternative, an elected senate, is unnecessary, 
undemocratic and would be a block against a 
Labour government passing radical laws. 


Bad start 

Rebecca Long-Bailey’s team got off to a disastrous 
first few weeks - from which she has not really 
recovered. 

First she immediately declared her support 
for her “good friend” Angela Rayner and called on 
Momentum to back her mate. Beside the hint of 
cronyism, RLB justified this as a unity ticket. She 
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Rebecca Long-Bailey 


told Sky News: 

“Tf there are people in our party who are more 
interested in beating the left than winning back 
power for Labour, we must ensure that we isolate 
them, not help them to isolate us.’ 

What she really meant was, “If there are 
members more interested in beating the right 
than uniting the party in a rotten compromise, I 
will isolate them.” The fact that Richard Burgon is 
standing on a far more solid left wing programme 
and has the support of John McDonnell and Diane 
Abbott shows that Long-Bailey doesn’t really 
represent “continuity Corbyn” but is herself 
shifting to the right. 

We must add to Momentum’s epitaph their 
shameful support for Rayner over Burgon, though 
the membership may have its revenge if his 
support in CLP nominating meetings can become a 
springboard for his election. 

Second, in the same fatal week, Long-Bailey 
signed up to the Board of Deputies of British Jews’ 
10 Pledges. Elsewhere we analyse this tactic by 
the conservative and anti-Labour BoD, in league 
with the witch-hunting Jewish Labour Movement, 
which the pledges affirm as the sole voice of Jews 
in the party. 

This is a dreadful blow to the Palestinians’ 
cause, which will be felt internationally just as 
Trump’s deal threatens renewed Israeli aggression. 
But Long-Bailey went further in the JLM hustings 
(JLM hustings? They didn’t even issue an 
unequivocal call to vote Labour!) when she said: 

“T also agree with a secure Israel alongside a 
viable Palestinian state... I suppose that makes me 
a Zionist because I agree with Israel’s right to exist 
and right to self determine.” 

Since Israel’s “right to exist” rests on the 
denial of Palestinian refugees’ right to return 
to their family homeland, this is a severe breach 
of international solidarity with the oppressed. 





Support for Israel today - really existing Zionism - 
is in fact racist against the Palestinians. 


Patriotic and aspirational? 

In the Guardian, at the start of her campaign, 
Long-Bailey wrote that, “.. as in 1862 when 
Lancashire’s mill workers supported Abraham 
Lincoln’s anti-slavery blockade of cotton from 
the American south. To win we must revive this 
progressive patriotism and solidarity in a form fit 
for modern Britain.” 

This has been heavily criticised by many. First, 
its example, while commendable, is of a group of 
workers rejecting and overcoming patriotism, as 
Britain was supplying the South. Second, it is not 
an empty phrase. It emanates from the Stalinist 
stable, exemplified in Britain by the Morning Star, 
and is code for adapting to Brexit nationalism and 
anti-immigrant, “British jobs for British workers” 
chauvinism. Wrapping the socialist left in the 
union jack harms rather than helps our cause of 
uniting workers around their class interests in the 
struggle against austerity — the real cause of falling 
standards of living. 

Like Corbyn, Rebecca Long-Bailey has been 
evasive, quiet even on migration. 

She came across as less pro-migrant in the 
hustings than even the right wing contenders. 
“We have to be pragmatic,” she says. Brexit means 
“the EU is unlikely to agree free movement”. This 
piece of double-speak blames the Europeans for 
stopping us from opening our own borders! 

So what does this nation of progressive 
patriots look like? RLB often dresses it up as an 
aspiration for collective struggle, strikes even, 
where “I don’t rise, but we all rise together,” as she 
told the Lewisham audience. 

But the term “aspirational socialism” doesn’t 
really embody the tendency of such struggles 


to appeal to fresh, or refreshed workers - class 
struggle socialism would be a far more accurate 
term. “Be more aspirational” is a middle class 
slogan, designed to disguise class (and other) 
privilege as purely the result of individual resilience 
and bravado. 

Long-Bailey’s examples of her target audience 
are almost exclusively well to do, older home 
owners, who are employed, worried enough about 
immigration to vote Leave, northern, and white. 
Her “path to power” through “connecting” with 
(ex-) Labour voters in the “Red Wall” is a retreat 
from internationalism and socialism, and will turn 
off many of the younger, more multiracial voters 
who backed the party in December. 


The way forward 

Rather than accommodating to the right, 
competing on their turns or compromising with 
Labour ex-voters, Labour needs to orientate - as 
RLB recognises - to all workers and communities 
in struggle. 

And not just on economic issues, though it 
looks like strikes may come along soon, but just 
as vigorously against racist deportations, for rapid 
climate action, for women’s and LGBT rights. 
Labour should take the lead not only in supporting 
such struggles, even where they are against 
Labour councils, but initiating them where they 
do not sufficiently exist, like on Universal Credit. 

Commentators have compared the current 
situation in the Labour Party to 1983, where the 
left had many of their policies accepted into the 
manifesto only to lose the election heavily (and 
like this time, in seats in a more pronounced way 
than in votes). In Johnson’s Tory government they 
certainly have an equally determined and ruthless 
enemy. 

But history isn’t repeated automatically. People 
make history - and sometimes in comparable 
circumstances. The lesson from the 1980s is that 
Labour could have supported the miners’ strike 
and massively gained in membership, possibly 
altering the outcome or at least its aftermath. It 
could have supported the poll tax rebellion and 
recruited a million, bringing down not just the 
hated tax, not just Margaret Thatcher, but the 
government itself. 

Labour needs to become that party now. But 
it can’t remain fixated by the leader, as it largely 
was under Corbyn. Rather it should link the fight 
for socialism to the fight to stop the Tories, to 
preventing climate catastrophe, for international 
justice in Palestine and everywhere. 

A “people powered” party places mass 
struggle and their organised, grassroots units 
at the centre of its strategy. Victory for Rebecca 
Long-Bailey and Richard Burgon for Deputy gives 
the left the best opportunity to organise Labour to 
bring down the Tories. But we need to organise a 
left that breaks from the uncritical support ofa left 
leader, that is willing to condemn their backsliding 
and concessions, and to press for principled 
internationalist and anticapitalist policies via the 
branches, unions and conference. 
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TORY POINTS BASED 
IMMIGRATION SYSTEM 
MUST BE STOPPED 


By Dave Brody 


ollowing Labour’s general election defeat, 

Boris Johnson’s hard right Tory government 

is taking advantage of his huge Commons 

majority to press ahead with the key planks 
of his Brexit agenda. 

In order to deflect attention away from the 
deeply anti-working class nature of its economic 
policies, the government is appealing to anti- 
migrant racism and “little England” nostalgia 
among the more backward layers of workers 
and the petit bourgeois elements of its electoral 
coalition who feel the threat to their social status 
caused by years of neoliberal reforms. These 
diverse class forces are held together only by 
their shared xenophobia, so this government 
desperately requires scapegoats to blame for the 
results of its policies. 

In an attempt to capitalise on the racism 
of its base to shore up its electoral support and 
manufacture consent for its neoliberal policy 
agenda, the government has recently proposed 
an Australian-style “points-based” immigration 
system for the UK. However, these tactics are not 
new within the UK. They merely represent the 
extension to EU migrants of the current draconian 
immigration controls which are already enforced 
on migrants from the global south. 

The proposal calls for migrants to be assessed 
for entry into the UK by reference to a scale which 
awards points for different attributes, such as 
ability to speak English at the “required level” 
(10 points), a job in a skills “shortage occupation” 
(20 points), and a salary of £25,600 or above 
(20 points). Some of these categories, such as 
the salary and educational requirements, are 
“tradable”, meaning that, for example, failing to 
meet the salary requirement may be made up for 
by meeting another of the criteria, such as having 
a PhD in a subject relevant to the job. 

A migrant wishing to work in the UK legally 
will need to accumulate a total of 70 points in order 
to be “eligible to apply”. There are, however, four 


requirements which are not tradable. Migrants 
must have a job offer from an approved sponsor, 
a job at the appropriate level, speak English at 
the “required level” and have a salary of at least 
£20,480. The last of these requirements appears 
to be an attempt to reduce the influx of so-called 
“unskilled labour” into the UK. 

The policy document clearly spells out 
the Government’s motivation for reducing the 
migration of “unskilled labour” - not merely 
to allow British workers to fill these roles, but 
to attempt to reform the UK economy entirely 
“away from a reliance on cheap labour from the 
EU” and towards “investment in technology and 
automation”. This is another cynical attempt to 
shift the balance of power away from the working 
class and place workers in an ever more perilous 
position, forcing them to compete with each other 
over the last scraps of poorly paid work or face 
destitution and poverty. 


Talk of automation should also ring alarm bells 
for workers in many industries, from the postal 
service to the legal and finance centres. Far from 
upskilling, a shift of this nature would likely force 
many into the precarious “unskilled”, low-paid 
work or unemployment. If robotics, Artificial 
Intelligence and further computerisation will 
replace migrant labour with machinery, then 
the supposed jobs boom for British workers will 
evaporate. 

It is hard to assess what the impact of 
such proposals would be on the UK economy. 
However, some insight can be gleaned from the 
recommendations of the independent migration 
advisory committee which was asked by Priti 
Patel, the Home Secretary (whose own parents 
likely wouldn’t have had enough points to migrate 
to the UK under the proposed system), to research 
how a points-based system might work in the UK. 


This committee, while not composed of the 
hard right ideologues who make up our current 
cabinet, is certainly representative of the class 
interests of the bourgeoisie. So it is illuminating to 
consider this proposal from their perspective. The 
committee has now published its research, firmly 
stating that a full shift to a points-based system is 
not recommended. 

It pointed out that the UK previously had an 
immigration system which was “pretty close to 
an Australian points-based system from 2008 
and the current system has evolved away from 
that because of perceived problems with it”. A 
particular area of concern for the committee was 
the impact of such a system on the availability of 
low-skilled labour, particularly in the social care 
sector. 

While it may be the Government’s intention 
to replace this so called “unskilled labour” 
with future technology and automation, it is 
far from guaranteed that this project will be 
successful. With the potential of a new recession 
on the horizon and the full impact of Brexit still 
unknown, the future of the British economy has 
never been less certain. 

In the short term, there is likely to be a 
significant labour shortage; employers may resort 
to employing undocumented migrants to fill this 
gap. However, the impact of this system will be felt 
not only by low-skilled migrants but by migrants 
in all sectors. 

A 2018 study of Australia’s similar points- 
based immigration system showed that of skilled 
migrants from non-English speaking countries 
who came to Australia between 2011 and 2016, 
less than a third had found a professional or 
managerial job, despite meeting the requirements 
for such jobs. This demonstrates the racism 
inherent in such a system, in which migrant 
workers are forced to take low-skilled jobs to 
survive, despite having been allowed into the 
country supposedly on the basis of their “high 
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skilled” status. 


Socialist perspective 

As socialists, we do not consider this issue from 
the perspective of capitalist efficacy, but from the 
standpoint of the working class, whose interests 
lie in internationalism and solidarity between 
workers of all countries. 

A points-based immigration system could 
have serious consequences for the working class 
if migrants, whose right to live and work in the 
UK depends on their employment, become afraid 
to join unions and fight for improvements in 
their working conditions. Migrant workers in 
the cleaning, hospitality and transport sectors 
have more than proved their willingness to fight 
alongside British workers in recent years - and 
Patel’s proposals are aimed in part at reversing 
this trend. 

The proposal is also likely to result in an 
increase in illegal migration, as employers are 


unable to fulfil their need for low-skilled labour 
from the legal labour market, leading to increased 
competition and forcing down wages and working 
conditions for all. Employers can - and do - 
collaborate with the UK Borders Agency with dawn 
raids at workplaces to weed out migrant “trouble 
makers”. 

Only freedom of movement affords migrant 
workers the legal status and confidence in their 
position to allow them to press their demands 
against the bosses. The Tories are motivated by the 
allure of a cowed workforce with no legal rights, 
while playing to anti-immigrant racism among 
their base in order to consolidate their electoral 
position. 

Their vision of post-Brexit Britain is a 
Singapore-style low-taxation economy of financial 
and digital services with very little social security, 
where workers are divided and in such perilous 
employment that they dare not organise to fight. 

The trade union and labour movement, 
including Labour MPs, need to combat this new 


attack on the working class by declaring their 
unequivocal support for freedom of movement, 
in accordance with the motion on free movement 
passed at the last Labour Party conference. 
It is rank opportunism to support draconian 
immigration controls in the hope of appealing to 
the backwards elements of the working class who 
have been misled into racism and xenophobia. 
Socialists should make the positive case to 

workers on migration, explaining how their fears 
around immigration have been cynically used 
in order to systematically strip away the gains 
achieved on their behalf by the labour movement. 
British workers need to understand that their 
interests are aligned with those of migrant 
workers, and that only by working together can 
we hope to defeat the parasitic capitalist class and 
install a socialist workers’ government. 

¢ Workers of the world, unite! 

¢ Down with the racist immigration system! 

¢ Open the borders! 

¢ Freedom of movement for all workers! 


EUGENICS SCANDAL 


ANDREW SABISKEY’S BRIEF brief rise and fall has 
once again brought the false science of eugenics into 
the spotlight in the UK. Our national media greeted 
the news with mixed initial responses until extra 
scrutiny on his history led to his resignation. 

Sabisky had claimed that “black people are less 
intelligent than whites” and argued “Intelligence 
is largely inherited and it correlates with better 
outcomes: physical health, income, lower mental 
illness” It has since come to light that his former 
boss, the Prime Minister's senior aide Dominic 
Cummings, had also expressed support for eugenics. 
In a 2014 blog post he proposed that the NHS screen 
for embryos with “the highest prediction for 10" 

Eugenics has a long history in the UK, having 
been founded as an area of study in this country by 
Francis Galton, based on Darwin's ideas of hereditary 
and selection. This immediately led to it being used 
as cover for racism and justification for inequality. 

Smothering the liberal rallying cry of equality, 
the early capitalists funnelled their children to 
positions of power and wealth. Eugenics was used 
to explain the success of wealthy children over those 
from deprived backgrounds. More fundamentally, 
eugenics provided an ideological justification for 
foreign conquests, racism and slavery. 

This use of racist pseudo-science to allow the 
abuse and exploitation of so-called genetic inferiors 
was mainstream and widely respected until the 
atrocities of the Nazi regime came to light. However, 
as Angela Saini lays out in her book Superior, the 
people leading these studies outside of Germany 





The creeping return of ‘race science’ to the mainstream 


BY TOM SHERWOOD 


were not ejected from the public sphere for their 
racist views, but were allowed to gracefully move 
into related fields and continue their studies and 
discussions under a cloak of legitimacy until they 
could feel safe to move openly again. 

The past few years have seen “scientific” racism 
re-appear. The failure of the global system to recover 
from 2008 has polarised politics, spawning radical 
and sometimes revolutionary movements, on the 
one hand, and authoritarian, right wing, populist and 
sometimes fascist movements, on the other. 

The increasing popularity of eugenicist 
ideas has been reflected in the increase in racist 
measuring systems such as 1Q, which primarily 
measures your ability to be culturally White 
American, within workplace hiring systems and 
automated responses based on a century of racist 
history and judgements. This further enables 
mediocrities to rise based on the wealth and 
contacts of their parents, masked by talk of fairness 
and the legal end of racism and sexism. 

The failure of the centre of government to 
comment on this - or Sabisky's other outrageous 
comments about women and religion - 
demonstrates that these reactionary positions 
are held within the halls of power even after his 
resignation. His beliefs were not concealed, and 
would have been found by any basic screening, 


which anyone not catapulted into the halls of power 
should have faced. But the fact is his ideas were not 
shocking or outrageous to this government. 

If the Johnson leadership had wished to distance 
themselves from them then they would have 
removed him, rather than making non-statements 
about Johnson's positions on race and gender and 
allowing him to quit. In fact Johnson shares Sabisky’s 
views on race. He has referred to African children 
as “piccaninnies’ with “watermelon smiles” and to 
women wearing the hijab or nigab as resembling 
“bank robbers” and “letterboxes’ After the 2005 
London Bombings he declared that “Islam is the 
problem’ 

This episode, taken with the resumption of 
Windrush deportations and the announcement of 
the points-based immigration system, suggests that 
this government intends to distract from the next few 
years of economic strife by whipping up racism and 
nationalism. 

The Labour and trade union movement must 
go further than just protesting the worst excesses 
of racism and nationalism, such as eugenics, or a 
particularly outrageous deportation. We must do 
away with illusions in “progressive patriotism” and 
“legitimate concerns about immigration’, and the 
potential for those ideas to win back lost support. 

Instead we must challenge all forms of 
xenophobia and racism, both to defend the 
immediate victims of Johnson's policies and to create 
a movement that can bring his government down. 
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JULIAN ASSANGE: 


EXPOSING WAR CRIMES 


IS NOT A CRIME 


By Dave Stockton 


IKILEAKS PUBLISHER JULIAN Assange 

is now on trial at Woolwich Crown 

Court in south-east London to decide 

whether he will be extradited to 
the United States, where he faces 18 charges of 
breaching the Espionage Act. Assange, of course, 
is not a US citizen nor did he commit his “crimes” 
on American soil. Yet governments around the 
world, including his own in Australia, are only too 
happy to see him silenced. 

The reason is straightforward enough. In 
pulling back the curtain on the secret diplomacy 
and murderous actions of United States 
imperialism he and courageous whistle blowers 
like Chelsea Manning have revealed the collusion 
of various states, including France, Germany and 
Britain, not to speak of its key allies in the Middle 
East, Egypt, Israel and Saudi Arabia. 

In short, he is on trial for having revealed 
information ona host of US war crimes, including 
extraordinary rendition, diplomatic conspiracies 
with dictatorial regimes and _ wholesale 
corruption of US allies. Those revelations played 
an important part in fuelling the Arab Spring 
uprisings. 

This is a purely political trial if ever there 
was one. The judge’s acceptance of a claim by 
the US Department of Justice that Assange is 
“not charged with disclosure of embarrassing 
or awkward information that the government 
would rather not have had disclosed” could have 
come straight from the trial scene at the end of 
Alice in Wonderland. 


Torture 

The treatment of Assange was bad enough, even 
while in the London Ecuadorian Embassy, from 
June 2012 to April 2019. He was kept in cramped 
conditions, with no access to natural light or to 


The Wikileaks 
whistleblowers 
are being 
punished for 
exposing the 
deceit, hypocrisy 
and crimes of 
the ‘democratic’ 
imperialist 
powers 


adequate medical care, his room bugged and 
conversations with lawyers and friends tapped. 

Then, after Lenin Moreno was elected 
President of Ecuador and was bribed or coerced 
into ending Assange’s sanctuary, he was dragged 
away by police and kept in harsh conditions in 
maximum security Belmarsh Prison. He was 
handcuffed 11 times and stripped naked twice, in 
what medical experts have classified as relentless 
physical mistreatment and “psychological 
torture”. 

All this in an attempt to break his morale. 
After the first day in court, he even had his case 
files confiscated and was bundled from cell to 
cell. The next day the judge denied that she had 
any powers to determine the conditions of his 


detention. 

This harsh treatment was not as severe as 
that meted out to former US army intelligence 
analyst Chelsea Manning, the source of 
the biggest Wikileak. She was arrested, 
abused, tortured and sentenced to 35 years’ 
imprisonment, spending seven years in a cell 
before her sentence was commuted in 2017. 
For much of that time, she was kept in solitary 
confinement and stripped of clothing at night 
as part of a ‘suicide-watch’ which even US army 
doctors deemed unnecessary, woken up at 5 am 
each day and forced to stay awake until 10 pm. 

Pardoned by Barack Obama just before he 
left office in January 2017, Donald Trump called 
Manning an “ungrateful traitor” who “should 
never have been released from prison”. In March 
2019, she was rearrested and is still in jail for 
courageously refusing to testify to a grand jury 
against Assange. Her treatment is a warning of 
what Assange could face if British justice and 
Johnson’s government hand him over. 

Coming on top of the 2010 publication of 
hundreds of files on inmates at the Guantanamo 
Bay prison on Cuba, Wikileaks’ revelation of 
over one million confidential US government 
documents, including up to 250,000 classified 
diplomatic cables, in 2010-11, together with 
several hundred thousand official documents 
related to the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq 
from 2007, laid bare the dark world behind the 
democratic smokescreen of US propaganda. 


War crimes 

They exposed US violations of the human rights 
of inmates held at the Guantanamo Bay and 
shone a spotlight on the attitudes of the US 
administration towards the actions of national 
security institutions in constant secret (and illegal) 
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activities within foreign states across the globe. 
They showed that that the US, despite denials, 
certainly was engaged in targeted assassinations 
by drones. Trump however glories in them. 

The cables and emails presented a clear 
picture of a power that regards itself as having the 
right to interfere in the internal politics of other 
states as it likes. The hypocritical complaints that 
Putin and Russia are interfering in US politics 
should be greeted by scornful laughter. 

The cables reveal how US security chiefs 
used the “War on Terror” to generate the view 
of a worldwide insurgency lasting for decades 
and needing huge resources, a world full of 
“insurgents” and “ungoverned spaces”. A world 
in which, as Madeleine Albright said, America is 
the “indispensable nation” which “sees further” 
than any other power. 

What it sees, and what it does about it, has 
to remain secret so that it can continue to pose 
as a human rights promoting, conflict-solving, 
peace-seeking power. Even if Trump, faced with 
the threat of a dynamic China and a resurgent 
Russia, has dumped much of this ideology, he 
most certainly has not dismantled the web of 
spying and dirty tricks or the murderous actions 
of the US military. 

Without Wikileaks we would not have had 
unequivocal proof of the large number of civilians 
killed in US drone attacks in Afghanistan, Iraq, 
and Yemen. 

Despite coming to power condemning various 
illegal actions of George W Bush, and promising 
to restore America’s good name, Barack Obama’s 
administration declared the leaks “an attack on 
the entire international community”. Those who 
hoped that Obama would reverse the trend were 
to be disappointed. During his presidency he 
oversaw the six-fold expansion of drone attacks 
and extended their use from the Middle East to 
Africa. 


Imperialism 

Politically, whistle blowers like Julian Assange, 
Chelsea Manning and Edward Snowden are 
sincere liberals who believe that by revealing 
the dirty secrets of our rulers a more perfect 
democracy can somehow be created. The slide 
towards authoritarian populism in the years since 
the exposures illustrate the folly of this belief. 

Nevertheless, they perform an invaluable task 
in providing evidence that the great powers and 
their subordinate states constitute a system built 
on secret diplomacy and the deception of their 
own peoples. This system is what Lenin called 
imperialism, the highest stage of capitalism and 
we must work tirelessly for its destruction before 
it destroys the world, either by a third world war 
or by climate catastrophe, or both. 

Today, we have to do all we can to mobilise 
the trade unions, the Labour Party in the UK and 
parties of the working class worldwide to speak 
out against the hounding and persecution of the 
whistle blowers who revealed the truth. 

¢ No extradition of Julian Assange! 
¢ Free Chelsea Manning! 





EDITORIAL 


International Women’s Day 
and internationalism 


One hundred years ago, the Communist women’s 
International was founded. In the face of the rising 
tide of reaction worldwide, we need that spirit again 


InTERNATIONAL Women’s Day 2020 comes at a time of widespread mobilisations of 
women against rape, sexual harassment and violence in the home and on the 
streets. 

The tsunami of women speaking out against their abusers, inspired by the 
#Meloo campaign, exposed the pervasiveness of outrageous sexism in every 
area of life. 

Sexist behaviour is not simply the predatory behaviour of powerful abusers 
like Weinstein or company bosses, but an ingrained system of policing women's 
exclusion from, or subordinate status within, the public realm by reinforcing the 
idea that women's bodies are sexual objects that exist for the service of men. 

Under-represented in the media coverage of #Meloo which focuses on 
celebrities, are the 40 per cent of women who work in capitalist production and 
who suffer sexual harassment and well as exploitation, plus still shouldering the 
bulk of childcare and domestic labour. 

At the same time in Argentina, Chile, Brazil, Lebanon, Iraq, India and 
Pakistan street protests against economic hardship, austerity and corruption, as 
well as femicide, have seen massive and militant participation by women. 

Since its inception on 8 March 2017, the International Women’s Strike has 
spread to 50 countries and focused attention on the unpaid domestic labour 
that women perform without which all the wheels of capitalist production would 
soon grind to a halt. 

Despite the revisionist liberal glossing of modern bourgeois feminism, the 
history of International Women's Day is intimately connected with the struggle 
against capitalism. 

Socialists and trade unionists played a critical role in launching the 8 May 
not as a celebration but as a rallying point for the struggle for equality and the 
end of patriarchy and oppression enforced by class society. 

Two working class parties, the Second and the Third Internationals made 
it a focus for working class women fighting for their rights around the world, 
linking the socialist goal of making production and reproduction the collective 
responsibility of humanity and not the source of profit for the capitalists. 

They pointed out that this meant abolishing capitalism and replacing it with 
a planned economy that would liberate women from the oppression of the family 
by socializing care and domestic drudgery. 

On this foundation alone can the full and complete liberation of women 
be achieved. For this, millions, indeed billions, of women must play a full and 
leading role in the struggle. 

100 years ago, in April 1920, Alexandra Kollontai and Clara Zetkin founded 
the Communist Women’s International, linked to the Third International founded 
the previous year. 

Today faced with a right wing “international” of leaders like Trump, 
Bolsonaro, Salvini, Modi, misogynists as well as racists, faced in Britain with 
the most right wing Tory government since the 1980s, we need to be building 
international links to coordinate an international working class offensive of our 
own. 

Women can, must, and will be in the vanguard of these movements 
of resistance and assaults on the bastions of patriarchy and ruling class 
dictatorship that will open the way to socialism and women's liberation. 
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BOARD OF DEPUTIES 
ISSUES ULTIMATUM 
TO CANDIDATES 


By Marcel Rajecky 


N A vicrory for the forces that spent five 

years undermining Jeremy Corbyn, all five 

candidates for the Labour leadership contest 

who gained sufficient support from Labour 
MPs and MEPs to proceed to the second round, 
signed up to the Board of Deputies 10 “pledges” 
concerning the alleged antisemitism crisis in the 
party. 

The four candidates of the right - Lisa Nandy, 
Jess Philips, Keir Starmer, and Emily Thornberry - 
were widely expected to sign the pledges, and the 
affirmation of the pledges by the “left” candidate 
Rebecca Long-Bailey is entirely of a piece with the 
policy of the outgoing leadership. 


The 10 Pledges 

Jewish Voice for Labour has issued a response to 
the Board of Deputies’ 10 Pledges, which, point-by- 
point, exposes the BoD’s demands as an attempt 
to force Labour to outsource its disciplinary 
system to hostile forces, like itself, to turn itself 
and the Jewish Labour Movement into the sole 
representatives of British Jewry, to make the IHRC 
definition of antisemitism, including its Zionist 
clauses, the legal framework for disciplinary cases 
and to accuse anyone who supports an accused 
member guilty by association. 

What the Board’s pledges amount to is an 
intensification of the campaign against anti- 
Zionists, and against the left more generally 
within the Labour Party. While the campaign 
previously focused on high-profile figures like Ken 
Livingstone, Jackie Walker, and Marc Wadsworth, 
the pledges are a statement of intent to begin a new 
stage of the attacks, which will go further in taking 
on ordinary members of the party. 

This intention is most clearly expressed in the 
fifth pledge, which calls for the suspension of any 
party member that has publicly defended figures 


that have been “suspended or expelled in the wake 
of antisemitic incidents”. The careful wording 
ensures that even figures like Livingstone and 
Walker - who are both mentioned by name but 
neither of whom were disciplined for antisemitism 
- are considered pariahs. 

In ensuring that Labour can be gutted of its 
left-wing members at the behest of the BoD, 
the pledges set demands on time limits for 
investigations that no serious political organisation 
could possibly accept. Labour has the capacity to 
conduct investigations as quickly as necessity 
demands; indeed they took on extra staff - once 
the principle demand of the smear campaign - in 
order to do so. However, the pledges demand time 
limits to the investigations, presumably implying 
that defendants be found “guilty” should the time 
limit elapse. 

The pledges also demand the BoD and its allies 
be granted a monopoly on legitimate Jewish public 
opinion and representation within the party. Their 
eighth pledge calls for the exclusion of “fringe” 
Jewish organisations on all matters relating to 
“engagement” with the Jewish community. 

This clearly refers to growing left-wing Jewish 
political organisations, such as the Jewish Socialists 
Group, Jewdas and above all the Jewish Voice for 
Labour. These organisations have led the way in 
providing evidence-based opposition to the unjust 
expulsions and the weaponisation of antisemitism 
against Labour. 

Socialists should not allow the larger size and 
influence of the BoD to convince them that they 
are any more legitimate than the left-wing Jewish 
groups. We should not call simply for groups like 
JVL to be given a seat at a table alongside the Board, 
but for active engagement and cooperation with 
them on issues effecting Jews in the Labour Party 
and beyond. That they are class-conscious socialists 
and consistent defenders - and participants - in 


the Corbyn project, far outweighs any baseless 
and offensive claims about their position on the 
“fringes” of British Jewry. 


The BoD is not neutral 

Like many “community organisations” the BoD 
has carefully constructed an image of itself as a 
democratic and legitimate representative of British 
Jews at large. The reality, however, is that the 
Board is an overtly political organisation, decisively 
on the right of British politics, with close relations 
to the Conservative Party and to Israel advocacy 
groups in Britain. 

As the JVL explains, “The Board can make no 
claim to represent either the 20% or so of Jews 
who are Charedi, or the approximately 50% who 
are secular.” Far from “representing” all Jews, the 
BoD represents less than a third - and then only 
through their synagogues, not direct election. 

The Board came to prominence when it 
organised the “Enough is enough” demonstration 
in March 2018, which was striking in both its lack 
of concrete political demands and in the eclecticism 
of those attending. Corbyn, prior to the march, 
had apologised for the “hurt and pain” caused by 
some of the cases against the Labour Party and 
had offered to meet with the BoD to discuss future 
steps. 

The demonstration did not so much call for 
any further steps to be taken, but instead escalated 
the crisis against Labour by demonstrating its 
opponents’ ability to mobilise people on the 
streets. Those attending included Tory and right- 
wing Labour MPs as well as members of extreme- 
right pro-Israel organisations like Herut, who 
publically praise Meir Kahne, founder of the Israeli 
fascist Kach party, and - in perhaps their only ever 
appearance at a rally describing itself as anti-racist 
- the Democratic Unionist Party. All in all, no more 
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than 500 protestors attended. 

The rally nonetheless demonstrated the 
mutually beneficial relationship between the Board 
and the ruling class at large, which uses the BoD 
to strengthen and legitimise its attacks against 
Labour via its media and political representatives. 
Meanwhile, the public platforms, media access and 
connections to major political parties afforded by 
the ruling class allows the BoD to consolidate its 
“leadership” of the Jewish community and to use 
this leadership to recruit support from British Jews 
with strikingly divergent political orientations in 
the name of “community unity”. 

However, when the BoD’s position within the 
ruling class has come into conflict with the security 
of British Jews, it has always elected to preserve the 
former. This is precisely what it did as antifascists 
were organising to oppose Mosley’s Blackshirts in 
Cable Street, disgracefully telling Jews to avoid the 
mobilisations. 

Of course the vast majority of British - and 
all - Jews are instinctively and vehemently anti- 
fascist, not least because of the Nazi holocaust, 
which is why socialists call for its remembrance, in 
its full horror, to be maintained and deepened. But 
the Jewish community, like all communities, has 
left and right wing forces within it. The Board has 
consistently been on the conservative, right wing; 
its previous president Jonathan Arkush called on 
Jews to vote Tory against the Jewish Ed Miliband 
and welcomed the election of the racist Donald 
Trump. Fine arbiters of justice in the Labour Party! 


JLM welcomed back 

The clearest testimony to the BoD’s right wing 
character is its demand for the rehabilitation of 
the Jewish Labour Movement, an organisation that 
has effectively split from Labour in all but name. 
An organisation that its own leaders described as 
a “dormant mailing list” prior to the election of 
Jeremy Corbyn as leader. Since then the JLM has 
played a central role in the attacks against the 
Labour left. 

After four years of relentless sniping, the 
most decisive break with Labour came in the 2019 
general election when the group announced that 
it would refuse to campaign for the party. This 
was the logical conclusion of a motion passed at 
its conference, declaring Corbyn “unfit” to be 
Prime Minister. In the context in which socialists 
in the Labour Party are routinely expelled for the 
most tenuous links to parties opposing Labour in 
previous elections, the leniency extended to the 
JLM, despite it having worked against a Labour 
victory, is testament to the success of the smear 
campaign in preserving the domination of the 
right in the party’s disciplinary system. 

The BoD not only wants to welcome back 
the JLM, but to secure its position as the sole 
organisation representing Jews in the Labour 
Party. It plans to do this by demanding Labour 
hand the group the responsibility of the “political 
education” of the members. While the JLM’s 
dishonest inclusion of why anti-Zionism must 
be considered antisemitic in its “antisemitism 
training” programme should discredit it on this 


score, the entire premise is misleading. 

Labour has allowed JLM to lead political 
education on antisemitism since this was 
first formulated as a demand, and has made 
participation in JLM’s education programme a 
suitable outcome for those found guilty antisemitic 
offences - and anti-Zionist (non-)offences. The 
reason why JLM do not currently lead the education 
on this topic is not due to non-cooperation from 
Labour, but because of their own refusal. Now 
Corbyn’s gone, they want their old job back - on 
their terms. 


Equality and Human Rights Commission 

One of the more recent developments of the 
campaign has been its manipulation of the Equality 
and Human Rights Commission’s (EHRC) ongoing 
investigation into the Labour Party. 

Labour’s opponents have routinely used 
the simple fact that Labour is being investigated 
as evidence of its “guilt”. That the EHRC has 
not found - and may never find - Labour to be 
“institutionally anti-Semitic’, the central claim of 
the campaign’s leaders, is conveniently omitted. 

Nonetheless, like the Board, the Commission 
has an overtly political character, and evidence 
which could seriously undermine its legitimacy to 
conduct an objective investigation Labour has been 
suppressed. 

On 26 November, BBC’s Newsnight announced 
that it had received a letter from the CEO of 
the EHRC, Rebecca Hilsenrath, questioning the 
impartiality and the credibility of the organisation. 
To date the full letter has not been published but, 
in an excerpt that the BBC revealed, the CEO 
alleged that the Chair of the organisation, David 
Isaac - who is appointed by and accountable to the 
government - was unfit for the job, because of his 
refusal to take positions on serious human rights 
abuses by the government, such as its revocation 
of Shamima Begum’s citizenship. 

It is also clear that there are elements at the 
heart of the EHRC that were willing to attempt 
to influence the election result. A strategically 
timed leak, on precisely the same day that the 
BBC announced its receipt of Hilsenrath’s letter, 
revealed 70 reports of antisemitism cases within 
Labour. The evidence backing up these accounts 
has never been released, nor has either the EHRC 
or the media made any attempt to emphasise 
that these are leaks from a wider, unpublished 
investigation. But the electoral damage had already 
been done. 

The staff that have been assigned to the 
EHRC’s probe should also raise suspicion. The 
lead investigator is Adam Wagner, who just weeks 
before his organisation set up the inquiry wrote 
an article in the Guardian - which has, like the 
BBC (the infamous Panorama documentary), 
supported the smear campaign - arguing: 

“When people look back on Labour and Jeremy 
Corbyn’s response to antisemitism, the question 
is unlikely to be whether the party became 
institutionally antisemitic, but when. I do not 
make that statement lightly. But as a Jew, a former 
Labour voter and a human rights lawyer, I believe 


it is accurate.” 

Yet all the leadership candidates expect 
Wagner to play the impartial investigator? Rather 
they are all prepared to join in the smear of Jeremy 
Corbyn and those many members who support the 
Palestinians. 


Momentum's anti-democratic manoeuvres 

But the task of organisations, like the BoD, the JLM 
and the EHRC, is made significantly easier by the 
deferential actions of the leadership of the Labour 
left. At every step the task of socialists and Palestine 
activists resisting the smears has been frustrated 
by the anti-democratic leaders of Momentum. 

The first sign was Momentum’s support for 
the IHRA definition of antisemitism, which would 
severely threaten free speech on Palestine by 
preventing individuals from accurately describing 
Israel as a racist state. More recently, Momentum 
and its leader Jon Lansman have called on their 
candidates in Labour’s leadership and deputy 
leadership races to accept the BoD’s demands. 

Worse, they have collaborated with the right 
in attempting to suppress left wing candidates 
willing to break with Momentum on the smears, 
like Lewis, Burgon (unsuccessfully) and Jo Bird 
(for the NEC) from making it onto the ballot. They 
then unilaterally endorsed their two leadership 
candidates, later agreeing to hold “confirmatory” 
plebiscites, in which both candidates received 
unconvincing victories with staggeringly low 
turnouts. 

The leadership elections demonstrate the 
need for socialists to take the lead in opposing the 
smear campaign, and in lobbying the leadership 
against backtracking on party democracy and in its 
support for the Palestinian cause. Whoever wins, 
we can expect further concessions to the BoD and 
JLM and further witch-hunts against genuinely 
anti-racist campaigners. And since one can only be 
a true anti-racist by opposing all forms of racism, 
including antisemitism and anti-Palestinian 
racism, currently being bloodily exercised in Gaza 
and the West Bank, this is an attack on the left as 
a whole. 

While crucial struggles in their own right, 
concessions on these will only lead to further 
concessions on new issues, as the ruling class 
carries out its ultimate task of suppressing the rise 
of a party demanding serious reforms in favour of 
the working class. The ability of the Labour Party 
to continue these policies is entirely dependent on 
its ability to defend itself from attacks. 

That Rebecca Long-Bailey is willing to accept 
10 fundamentally unreasonable and dishonest 
demands is an underwhelming start to the 
fightback. Win or lose, the left needs to reconstitute 
itself around a programme that doesn’t give an 
inch on the genuine gains of the Corbyn years, 
demands the party goes further in its support for 
the Palestinian cause and turns its guns on Boris 
Johnson and the Tories. 
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NO RETREAT ON 
WOMEN 95 RIGHT 


TO CHOOSE 


By Urte March 


HE FIRST AND so far only real controversy 

during the Labour leadership election 

emerged following the revelation of Rebecca 

Long-Bailey’s comments about religion 
and abortion, first made in response to a general 
election questionnaire sent to local candidates by 
Catholic priests at Salford cathedral. 

In her response to the set questions Long- 
Bailey defends Catholic education and, while 
stating that Labour’s position is to “uphold 
women’s reproductive rights and decriminalise 
abortions”, makes clear that personal religious 
convictions make the issue a difficult one for her. 

Red Flag supports Rebecca Long-Bailey in the 
ongoing election, but her comments merit scrutiny 
not only because she is a leading contender for 
the Labour leadership, but because they are set 
against a backdrop of intensifying attacks on 
women’s social and reproductive rights driven by 
the advance of religious conservatism around the 
world. 


Legal limits 

Currently, in the UK, the legal limit for most 
abortions is 24 weeks; the exception is if there 
is a substantial risk that the child will be born 
with serious disabilities, in which case there is no 
legal limit. Long-Bailey stated that she does not 
agree with this position, and believes instead that 
disability and non-disability should be “valued 
equally” in abortion law. 

Many have defended this statement, arguing 
that it is simply an expression of the progressive 
conviction that legal discrimination based on 
disability is wrong. But this laudable principle 
must be judged in its social context, where 
women’s right to choose is neither comprehensive 
nor universal, and the reproductive rights that do 
exist are constantly under threat. 


Abortion was only partially decriminalised in 
Northern Ireland last year and the 24-week term 
limit itself represents a continued enforcement of 
state control over women’s bodies. An abortion is 
only legal if it meets certain conditions, including 
authorisation by two separate doctors, who must 
determine that continuance of the pregnancy 
would harm a woman’s physical or mental health. 
Any abortions which take place outside of these 
legal limits constitute a crime under the Offences 
Against the Person Act. 

The number of abortions performed post-24 
weeks is low - just 0.6% of all those performed 
in 2018. But their legality is essential for those 
who do make use of it, often because foetal 
abnormalities have been detected late in the 
pregnancy. Removing the disability clause would 
mean forcing women to carry to term infants 
requiring substantial social and financial support 
which they may not be prepared or equipped to 
give, with potentially disastrous consequences for 
the lives of both mother and baby. 

The only defensible approach to equalising 
reproductive rights with regard to disability is the 
clear and consistent call for full decriminalisation 
of all abortions, alongside further measures 
supporting women’s bodily autonomy, including 
free access to contraceptive products. Without 
these essential demands, the call for equality 
amounts to implicit support for a levelling down 
of rights. 


The church 

Since the backlash in response to her initial 
comments, Rebecca Long-Bailey has signed a 
pledge to defend and extend reproductive rights. 
This is a welcome clarification of the stance 
previously conveyed in the election questionnaire, 
where she stated the Labour Party’s position 


on reproductive rights with no endorsement 
and emphasised that she would play her part in 
ensuring the views of her Catholic constituents 
are heard in any public consultation on women’s 
reproductive rights. Many have dismissed 
this, too, as an uncontroversial statement of 
representatives’ responsibility to represent all 
constituents. 

But advocacy for the reactionary social 
ideology of the Catholic church is not a neutral 
position as far as women’s rights are concerned. 
The Catholic church has vast resources and 
certainly does not need support from Labour 
politicians to make their opinions on abortion 
known; meanwhile it is women from the most 
disadvantaged and oppressed layers of society 
who suffer most from restrictions on reproductive 
freedom and are least likely to have their interests 
represented at the highest levels of policy-making. 

Moreover, far from being just two of many 
happily co-existing constituent __ priorities, 
promoting the values of the church and advancing 
women’s material interests are directly conflicting 
objectives. For centuries the church has acted as 
a powerful mechanism of control over women’s 
bodies, essentialising their role in the family and 
using biblical orthodoxy to justify a patriarchal 
social order. To this we can add its homophobic 
views, the source of much suffering. Socialists see 
the church as an oppressive institution which can 
have no place in state affairs. 

This does not mean that we seek to ban the 
church or exclude all believers from political 
activity. Indeed, personal freedom to practice any 
religion or none is an essential condition of social 
emancipation. But we also see the influence of 
religion in society as closely connected with the 
class struggle and we fight for the advancements 
in material conditions which enable greater 
numbers of people to throw off the yoke of 
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spiritual oppression. We raise the demand for 
complete separation of church and state, and 
church and school. When children reach an age 
where they can form their own views we defend 
their right not to attend religious services or 
wear religious dress or symbols. Religion must be 
relegated irreversibly to the realm of the personal 
conscience of parents and children, and the 
teaching of faith left exclusively to the religious 
bodies themselves. 

In affirming that she supports and values the 
role of Catholic schools in society, Long-Bailey 
fails to recognise the importance of the socialist 
principle of secular education. About one third 
of state funded schools in England have a faith 
designation. Approximately 68 per cent of these 
are Church of England (Anglican) schools and 
30 per cent are Roman Catholic. Nine per cent 
of all state-funded secondary schools are Roman 
Catholic. 

Religious schools play a reactionary role in 
diverting state funds towards the perpetuation of 
religious ideology and, in maintaining the church's 
extensive property holdings, an intolerable vestige 
of feudalism and an important source of social 
influence. 

Though faith schools are subject to 
government regulation and are required to teach 
Relationships and Sex Education, a 2018 study 
found that more than three-quarters of state- 
funded secondary faith schools in England are 
not teaching the subject impartially, making use 
of the statutory allowance for schools to teach 
“in accordance with the tenets of their faith”. The 
study found that many of these schools teach 
that sex before marriage and most forms of 


contraception are wrong, directly undermining 
the prevention and education initiatives which are 
the best deterrents of unwanted pregnancies. 


A private opinion? 

Some activists and commentators have reacted 
to Long-Bailey’s comments with the defence that, 
so long as she doesn’t actively obstruct Labour 
Party campaigning on reproductive rights, she 
is entitled to express her private opinion on the 
issues without reproach. But for a high-profile 
Labour MP and potential party leader, the idea 
that a public view can be discounted as a private 
opinion is ridiculous. Political leaders are given a 
public platform because they represent more than 
just themselves; for this reason, they speak for the 
movement in their every public interaction. MPs 
are entitled to personal opinions but the moment 
they are expressed publicly, these become political 
statements. We have a right to insist that MPs 
and the party leader express as well as they 
can the party policy on issues like abortion and 
contraception, secular education, etc. and the 
reasons the party has for these positions, whilst 
being free to give the religious reason why they 
personally would not, for example, have an 
abortion. If they cannot do this then they should 
not stand a an MPs or leader. 

The idea that religious views deserve 
an exemption, for example the treatment of 
parliamentary votes on abortion rights as a 
matter of conscience, which can be expressed 
with immunity from political criticism, is a 
testament to the privilege that is still afforded to 
religious reaction in society. In a broad church 


like the Labour Party we support the right of MPs 
and activists to advocate publicly for a change in 
party policy. But if any elected representative feels 
uncomfortable actively promoting and fighting for 
an established position, they should either keep it 
to themselves or express their position openly as a 
political disagreement which they are prepared to 
debate and defend. 

Public pressure seems to have played a 
part in Rebecca Long-Bailey’s clarification 
that she “unequivocally supports a woman’s 
right to choose”. Yet her absence from multiple 
parliamentary votes on abortion does not inspire 
confidence in this statement. At a time when the 
Christian right globally is renewing its attacks on 
reproductive freedom, passive disengagement on 
the issue is insufficient. 

As the campaign pledge now backed by 
all leadership candidates states, “reproductive 
rights are a class issue”. Unconditional support 
for universal access to free contraception and 
abortion on demand is an essential requirement 
for any candidate aspiring to lead a socialist 
movement. If we want the Labour Party to stand 
at the forefront of the international struggle for 
women’s liberation, we can start by campaigning 
for: 

¢ Free, universal access to abortion on demand 

¢ Free, universal provision of contraceptive and 
sanitary products 

¢ Repeal of the Offences Against the Person Act 

¢ Ban faith schools: no privileges for religion in 
education 

e For the separation of church and state: 
disestablish the Church of England. 


FIGHT! 


Revolutionary Hlonen*s Newspaper fir.8 


International 


women's struggles: 


Fiomen on the 
frontline: 


Wrst the coving soonmeic erie 
#121 eran for women's rights 
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UCU STRIKES: ORGANISE 
THE RANK AND FILE 10 
CONTROL THE DISPUTE 


By KD Tait 


ECTURERS AND HIGHER education workers 

have started 14 days of strike action in 

a battle over pay, pensions and working 

conditions. It follows on from an eight 
day strike by 60 universities in November and 
December last year. Re-balloting of institutions 
where previous ballots did not meet the 50 per 
cent turnout threshold required by the Tory 
anti-union laws has increased the total number 
on strike to 74. 

The union is in dispute over two separate 
but related issues. The first is to defend the USS 
pension scheme. University bosses are trying 
to make workers pay more for less - despite the 
union agreeing to changes in 2011 that will leave 
the typical USS member around £240,000 worse 
off in retirement. 

The second issue is a fight over pay, 
workload, equality and casualisation. Since 
2009, real pay has fallen by 20 per cent, the 
gender and ethnic pay gap is increasing, and the 
proliferation of precarious contracts is putting 
intolerable pressure on staff. 

The context for this assault is the 
marketisation of the higher education sector, 
turning education into a commodity in a 
marketplace of student consumers. ‘This 
neoliberal project has been underway across 
Europe for decades, but accelerated in 
Britain under New Labour and the Coalition 
government, with the introduction of tuition 
fees forcing universities to compete for students. 

The ballooning salaries of university 
managers, the proliferation of prestige building 
projects in order to attract prospective 
customers, are being paid for by scrapping 
unprofitable courses, attacking employees’ pay 
and conditions and failing to invest in teaching 
and research that students need. 

This marketisation of higher education which 


treats students as cash cows to be milked by for- 
profit rip-off merchants from campus cafeterias to 
residential halls is a major factor in the widespread 
support for the strike among students. 

University bosses are doing everything they 
can to undermine student-worker solidarity. 
It started with campaigns playing on students’ 
status as consumers, pointing out that support 
for the strike would cause students to miss 
contact time they were paying for. 

But it rapidly escalated to punitive measures. 
Many university managements have threatened 
students with suspension or expulsion from 
their course if they refuse to cross picket lines. 
For international students on Tier 4 visas, being 
disciplined for supporting their lecturers carries 
the threat of forcible deportation. 

Fat cat bosses are clearly happy to trouser 
£250,000+ a year salaries from student fees - 
but don’t want those consumers to express an 
opinion on their own conditions of study. The 
basic solidarity of students who recognise that 
teaching conditions are learning conditions will 
be key to maintaining a united front against 


university management. 
The exploitative and disciplinary character 
of higher education - upfront payments, 


crippling debts and threat of sanctions - means 
students need to organise together to fight 
alongside staff to defend higher education as a 
public service, accessible to all. 

Unfortunately, the National Union of 
Students, which betrayed the fight against 
the trebling of tuition fees in 2011, is not an 
independent defender of students’ interests. 

Students who want to show real solidarity 
with the UCU and their classmates should 
join the Student Left Network's Student Strike 
Solidarity campaign. 

Since 2018, the UCU has undergone a profound 


shift to the left; the impact of casualisation and 
extended strike campaigns have won the union 
thousands of new members. 

Last year, the old leadership of the union 
was ousted, with independent left candidate Jo 
Grady elected as General Secretary. 

This came in reaction to the previous 
leadership’s sell-out of the pensions strike in 
2018 - despite a powerful grassroots opposition, 
which culminated in the bureaucracy closing 
down the union’s conference in an attempt to 
prevent criticism of former General Secretary 
Sally Hunt. 

Despite the talk of a new rank and file 
direction for the union, the old bureaucracy 
which led the union since its inception 15 years 
ago remains largely unchanged and committed 
to the same methods which have seen lecturers 
trampled over by successive governments and 
their agents in the university senates. 

With members determined to fight and 
with strong support from students, there is a 
real opportunity to channel the anger into a 
strategy that can win. 

The key task for rank and file UCU members 
is to take control of the dispute, by fighting to 
put the dispute under the control of a strike 
committee composed of recallable delegates 
from the branches. 

The strike committee should democratically 
agree the objectives of the strike, its duration 
and retain the right to decide if and when to call 
off the action. 

Building a rank and file movement in the 
course of the action can be the first step to 
a wider transformation of the union into an 
instrument for struggle that can defend and 
fight for a positive vision of the whole post-16 
education sector. 
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CWU: PREPARE T0 FIGHT IF 


UNION LEADERS WONT 


IHE BOSSES OF privatised Royal Mail want 

to smash the powerful Communication 

Workers Union so they can reduce workers 

to zero-hours contracts, cut wages, and raise 
workloads. 

Despite postal workers voting by 97 per cent 
for strike action on a 76 per cent turnout back in 
October 2019, the employers got an injunction 
on the most spurious grounds. Since then 
nothing has been done to fight back. The union 
doesn’t even have a strike fund. 

Instead, like the great defeat in 2007 that 
paved the way for privatisation, when Royal 
Mail's application for an injunction succeeded, 
the Pullinger leadership stuck to the law and did 
nothing. The CWU does not even have a serious 
hardship or strike fund, crucial for a hard fight 
since workers do not receive strike pay. 

The union tops could have at least started the 
process of reballoting immediately, but instead 
switched to sending letters to shareholders in a 
futile attempt try to stir them up against anti- 
union CEO Rico Back who is masterminding the 
assault — as if these multimillionaire speculators 
werent on his side against the workforce 
already. In reality they were hoping for a Labour 


BY ACWU REP 


government to save the union. Instead the 
Tories got in and gave a big boost to Royal Mail 
bosses, emboldened to go on the attack now that 
Christmas profits are safely banked. 

Only Rico's refusal to budge on a single 
part of his strategy, instead upping the stakes, 
has forced the union executive to take steps 
to reballot. Even now CWU tops are dragging 
their feet, only authorising local ballots for those 
offices facing executive action, while the rest of 
us look on. Strike action will hit Royal Mail hard 
at the end of financial year rush, but the action 
will have to escalate quickly to defeat Royal 
Mail’s assault. The question is how to ensure this 
happens, and what to do if another injunction 
is granted by one section of the bosses’ class to 
another. 

Its up to reps and activists not only to get 
the vote out in the national ballot and make the 
strike solid, but also to take the action needed - 
whether or not it’s official. 

Throughout this dispute the lack of rank and 


file organisation has hampered workers’ ability 
to respond to victimisation, provocations or 
the injunctions themselves. Even inspirational 
unofficial wildcats, like the Merseyside walkouts 
sparked by Bootle DO last October, were limited 
in the solidarity they could call on without local 
rank and file organisation. Where local strikes 
face sustained scabbing, action has to be spread, 
unofficially if necessary, and mass pickets built 
to shut down offices. Meetings of members or 
of reps can set up local cross-office and cross- 
function rank and file committees to make 
this possible - and to prepare for any more 
injunctions. These could provide the basis for a 
national grassroots network of militant activists, 
offices and branches to challenge injunctions 
with action from below. 

Militant branches that can see the need 
for pressure and action from below should get 
together and call a meeting to help develop such 
a network. 

CWU leaders wont lead unofficial action 
or back it, even as Royal Mail drives to bust the 
union. If necessary, postal workers have to be 
able to go forward without the union leaders and 
defend their jobs by whatever means necessary. 


IRELAND 


ON 18 DECEMBER over 20,000 Northern Ireland health 
workers from four unions, RCN, Unison, NIPSA and 
Unite were involved in strike action in pursuit of pay 
parity and improved staffing levels. This was the first 
strike ever mounted by the Royal College of Nursing. 
In the new year this was followed up with further 
strikes by nurses in the RCN and Unison. 

Pay parity ended with the rest of the UK in 
2014 when Jim Wells (DUP), the Health Minister for 
the Northern Ireland Executive, imposed a “degree 
of restraint” on pay for health care workers due 
to “financial challenges” in the department. The 
Assembly Executive approved this austerity, backed 
by all the main political parties including the DUP 
and Sinn Fein. 

In January, as a result of union action, the Health 





Health workers vote to end strikes, but NIPSA fights on 


BY BERNIE MCADAM 


Minister promised £79 million to increase pay and 
restore pay parity with an extra £30 million from 
existing Stormont finances. Union leaders quickly 
suspended strike action and ballot results from RCN, 
Unite and Unison have accepted terms of the deal. 
Restoring pay parity is no doubt a victory but 
the fourth union NIPSA, now holding pay ballots, has 
quite rightly recommended a rejection of the pay 
proposals for 2020/21 as they were below inflation 
pay rises for all staff who are at the top of their pay 
bands, ie. the majority of staff. On Safe Staffing 
NIPSA rejected the deal as it “did not see that it 
provided detail for our members” and industrial 


action short of strikes may continue. 

No one should underestimate the existential 
crisis affecting Health and Social Care in Northern 
Ireland. In November a Westminster committee 
reported on health services “deteriorating to the 
point of collapse” in the North. There was serious 
concern that a long-term funding strategy was 
needed and “acute issues facing the health service” 
included cancer waiting times, shortages in social 
care staffing and inadequate mental health funding. 

Westminster's current funding proposals go 
nowhere near addressing these acute shortfalls. 
Only a class wide response, with coordinated 
industrial action at the heart of the struggle, can 
secure a fully funded health service meeting 
everyone's needs, 
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SOCIAL REPRODUCTION 
AND THE SOCIALIST 
REVOLUTION TODAY 





By Urte March 


—— ey 
Feminism for the 99%: A Manifesto. By Cinzia 
Arruzza, Tithi Bhattacharya, & Nancy Fraser. 


Verso; 96 pages; £799 


OMEN’S MOVEMENTS around 
the world are on the march. 
Since 2017, women’s strikes 
have brought millions onto 
the streets to demand a more equal 
society and highlight the gendered 
effects of neoliberalism and austerity. 
As conservative and _ populist 
regimes from India to the United States 
attack hard-won social and reproductive 
freedoms as part of a global shift 
towards conservative nationalism, 
feminist movements are increasingly 
grasping for systemic explanations for 
women’s oppression. 
This is the historical conjuncture 
for which Feminism for the 99%: A 
Manifesto, has been written. Cinzia 
Arruza, Tithi Bhattacharya, and Nancy 
Fraser, three US-based academics 
influential in the women’s strike 
movement and well established as 
feminist theorists, set themselves the 
task of “reimagining gender justice in 
an anticapitalist form - one that leads 
beyond the present crisis to a new 
society”. 


Anti-capitalism and internationalism 

Feminism for the 99% has been 
published in over 20 languages and 
widely read internationally, so before 
proceeding to an interrogation of the 
perspectives set out in the manifesto, it 


is worth evaluating the significance of 
the pamphlet’s popularity. 

The authors open by dismissing 
liberal or “corporate” feminism - 
described as the desire for a better 
gender balance within the exploitative 
structures of society - as wholly 
insufficient for solving the urgent social 
problems facing the world today. In the 
first few pages, they name capitalism, 
“the system that generates the boss, 
produces national borders, and 
manufactures the drones that guard 
them’, as the enemy which must be 
defeated to achieve women’s liberation. 

The authors describe women’s 
oppression as essential to the 
functioning of capitalism and emphasise 
that women’s liberation is a struggle 
between conflicting forces in society 
rather than the slow growth of equal 
opportunities. The pamphlet frequently 
returns to the idea of “transforming the 
underlying social system” which dictates 
gender oppression. Acknowledging that 
capitalism is a global system, they assert 
the centrality of the women’s strikes to 
a new global resistance and recognise 
the necessity of international action, 
declaring that “feminism for the 99 
percent is staunchly internationalist”. 

There is much to agree with here. 
The pamphlet’s rhetorical emphasis on 
anti-capitalism and internationalism, 
however vaguely or incorrectly defined, 
indicates a growing consciousness 
in the women’s movement of the 
relationship between capitalist social 
relations and women’s oppression. At 
the same time, the flaws in the authors’ 


approach reveal the continued influence 
of identity politics and the postmodern 
academy on the women’s strike 
movement. 

For a_ worldwide anti-capitalist 
movement to succeed, a recognition 
of the destructive and oppressive 
tendencies of capitalism won't be 
enough - the correct strategy for its 
overthrow and replacement with a new 
system must be advanced. 


Social reproduction 

In the post-face of the pamphlet, the 
authors identify themselves as social 
reproduction theorists and the content 
they give to this identification defines 
their method and conclusions. Like 
other social reproduction theorists, 
they argue that the Marxist tradition 
is flawed because its explanation of the 
role of child-bearing, child-raising and 
other unpaid social labour in the overall 
cycle of production is incomplete. The 
central proposition of their particular 
variant of social reproduction theory is 
that “capitalist society is composed of 
two inextricably braided but mutually 
opposed imperatives” - the need to 
create profit (production) versus the 
need for human beings to sustain 
themselves (social reproduction), and 
that this division “points to a deep- 
seated tension at the heart of capitalist 
society”. 

The practical meaning of this 
approach is advanced primarily 
through a contrast with “traditional” 
Marxist thinking, which the authors 
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accuse of imagining capitalism as “just 
an economic system”, and failing to 
recognise that capitalism is a “social 
order that also encompasses the 
apparently ‘non-economic’ relations 
and practices that sustain the official 
economy”. This statement, taken 
on its own, is simply a self-serving 
vulgarisation of Marxism, which has 
in fact always recognised that the 
relations of production give rise to 
the superstructure of ideology, the 
state, and a myriad of other social 
institutions, among them the family. 
Similarly, no Marxist would disagree 
with the statement that “the waged 
work of profit-making could not exist 
without the (mostly) unpaid labour of 
people-making”. 

The authors further argue that 
Marxists wrongly conceive of the 
sphere of production as dominant over 
the sphere of reproduction, leading 
the “traditional labour movement” to 
privilege the economic struggle for 
better wages over social struggles, 
at the expense of women’s interests. 
Here there is a real disagreement. 
For Marxists, as Engels explains, 
“the materialist conception of history 
starts from the proposition that the 
production of the means to support 
human life and, next to production, 
the exchange of things produced, is the 
basis of all social structure.” (Socialism: 
Utopian and Scientific) 

In this sense, it is the sphere of 
production which dominates and 
shapes the sphere of reproduction. 
Marxists see the extraction of profit 
and the accumulation of capital as 
the driving force and defining feature 
of the capitalist system. It was the 
development of class society which led 
to the emergence of the family as an 
institution essential to ruling class; the 
transition to capitalism consolidated the 
nuclear family as the most efficient way 
of managing social reproduction. 

This does not mean that the family 
is not a site of oppression or that social 
and political demands are secondary. 
Revolutionary Marxism seeks to lead 
the struggle of the working class not 
only for better employment conditions, 
but for the abolition of the entire social 
system which oppresses and exploits 
the workers. The political struggle over 
every manifestation of the iniquities 
arising from the capitalist system, 
including women’s social oppression 
and the appropriation of their unpaid 
labour by capital, is essential to building 
class consciousness and cohering a 
socialist movement. 

Indeed, Lenin’s key work What is to 
Be Done? is almost exclusively concerned 


with advancing this argument: “Social- 
democrats must not confine themselves 
entirely to the economic struggle... 
agitation must be conducted over 
every concrete example of [political] 
oppression... inasmuch as it manifests 
itself in the most varied spheres of life 
and activity, vocational, civic, personal, 
family, religious, scientific, etc.” 

Where the authors criticise “old- 
school understandings” of capitalism 
for imagining the working class as 
“comprised exclusively of those who 
work for wages in factories or mines’, 
they are responding not to the Marxist 
tradition, but rather to Stalinist and 
reformist corruptions of Marxism. 
The tendency towards economism is 
a feature not of revolutionary politics 
but of essentially bourgeois politics 
which limits itself to seeking better 
terms for workers within the confines 
of capitalism. Substituting the struggle 
over social reproduction for the 
economic struggle, without advancing a 
revolutionary strategy, cannot overcome 
this error but merely relocates it to 
a different terrain of partial reforms. 


Capitalism and crisis 

Feminism for the 99%’s rejection 
of what it mischaracterises as the 
economic determinism of the Marxist 
tradition leads it to re-theorise the 
concept of capitalist crisis and leaves 
the authors bereft of a meaningful 
definition of capitalism. They assert that 
general crisis has historically provided 
potent opportunities for societal 
transformation and the existence of 
crisis conditions create the imperative 
for feminists and radicals to respond 
and “guide the process”. The authors 
present their manifesto as the strategy 
for “resolving” the general crisis we are 
living through today. 

Though the authors say they are 
responding to a “crisis of capitalism’, 
they insist that they “do not understand 
those terms in the usual way”, pointing 
the finger at the Marxist conception of 
the internal contradictions of capital. 
Instead, “as feminists”, they “recognize 
that capitalism also harbours other, 
‘noneconomic contradictions and 
crisis tendencies”, meaning — that 
capitalist crisis is “not only economic 
but also ecological, political, and social- 
reproductive”. For them, the root of all 
these crises is capital’s drive to extract 
free resources from various sources 
(women, the environment, poorer 
countries) and appropriate them into 
the process of accumulation, which 
is unsustainable in the long run and 
causes crises in each of these parallel 


social spheres. 

Marxists would agree that the 
tendency towards crisis is embedded in 
the very nature of the capitalist system, 
and that the over-exploitation of ‘free’ 
labour and resources is a feature of 
capitalism. But Marx’s theory has a 
much more specific definition of crisis 
- it asserts that the source of crisis is 
the inner contradiction of capital itself, 
defined by the exploitation of living 
labour. In their constant search for 
surplus value, capitalists are driven 
to increase labour productivity by 
raising the level of technology used in 
production. 

As they do this, the proportion of 
capital going into labour costs falls in 
comparison with the proportion going 
into machinery and raw materials. But 
because it is only real workers that add 
value, over time this means a decline in 
the profitability of capital - the tendency 
of the rate of profit to fall. As the profit 
rate falls, capital is unable to sustain 
a sufficient level of profitability and 
a crisis erupts. The symptoms of this 
economic crisis - withdrawal of capital, 
hikes in interests rates and prices - are 
a result of capital desperately seeking 
to maintain its profitability, bringing 
devastating effects for workers in the 
form of unemployment and _ falling 
standards of living and spilling over into 
social and political strife. 

For Marxists, what Feminism for 
the 99% describes as the “crisis of 
social reproduction’, “when a society 
simultaneously withdraws _ public 
support for social reproduction and 
conscripts its chief providers into long 
and gruelling hours of low-paid work” 
- is an inextricable part of the crisis of 
capital. Capital seeks to offset falling 
rates of profit by clawing back surplus 
value at workers’ expense, through 
cuts to both actual wages and the social 
wage (including free or subsidised 
childcare, state provision of social care, 
etc.). This has the effect described 
of increasing the burden of unpaid 
social reproductive labour, falling 
overwhelmingly on women. Therefore, 
the struggles against the closure of 
public services, for the socialisation of 
childcare, etc. are not some separate 
feminist imperative but part of the class 
struggle as a whole. 

By contrast, in Feminism for the 
99%, the need for an anti-capitalist 
approach is rooted not in a response 
to the laws of capitalism, but a general 
social crisis made up of a multiplicity 
of crises in different spheres of society, 
adding up to a “crisis of society as 
a whole” (p.16). Though they argue 
that feminists need to fight in each of 
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these arenas and that it is essential for 
all of these struggles to link up with 
each other, they see each of these as 
taking place in a distinct and separate 
sphere. As feminists, they are most 
concerned with providing leadership 
in the crisis of social reproduction, 
leaving the leadership of struggles in 
parallel spheres, like antiracism or 
environmentalism, to others. 

But if each struggle can take place 
in a separate sphere in an attempt to 
resolve a distinct crisis, then every 
social struggle is equally important to 
“overcoming” capitalism and the success 
of “social transformation” demands 
only better coordination between the 
different movements, rather than any 
conscious strategy for depriving the 
ruling class of power. The question of 
what the movements will really need to 
do to arrive at a “noncapitalist society” 
is further obfuscated by the fact that 
the pamphlet never really defines 
capitalism. Though the labour theory 
of value is summarised, throughout the 
book capitalism appears primarily in 
the guise of its symptoms, a collection 
of terrible social consequences which 
various movements are encouraged to 
align themselves against. 

Where the pamphlet speaks of 
capitalism as a system, it is as a system 
made up of interconnected, constitutive 
parts, rather than a system operating 
as one under the laws of capitalist 
political economy. At times, when 
elaborating their explanation of why 
capitalism is in such a deep crisis, they 
refer to neoliberalism, finance capital 
or imperialism. But these terms are 
not given clear definition or political 
content - neoliberalism is defined 
only as a particularly predatory form 
of capitalism (p16) and imperialism 
as economically exploitative relations 
between countries conditioned by 
racism. 

This shows that - despite the 
constant emphasis of their “anti- 
capitalist” orientation - the authors’ 
starting point is a rejection of historical 
materialism and Marx’s critique 
of capital. Because these concepts 
conclude by outlining the revolutionary 
character and tasks of the working class 
subject within capitalism, it follows 
naturally that the authors reject the 
working class as the historical agent 
of social change. No passage better 
summarises this than when, after 
acknowledging that their manifesto 
stands on the shoulders of Marx and 
Engels, the authors immediately 
qualify their acknowledgement: “Faced 
as we are with a more fractured and 
heterogeneous political landscape, it is 


not so easy for us to imagine a globally 
unified revolutionary force.” (p60) 


Populism 

Having thus disposed of the centrality of 
class in the struggle against capitalism, 
Feminism for the 99% replaces it with 
“a universalism that acquires its form 
and content from the multiplicity of 
struggles from below”. Concretely, this 
will be embodied in an aggregate mass 
of social movements representing the 
“99%”. The authors sketch the contours 
of their alliance by saying: “We reject 
not only reactionary populism but also 
progressive neoliberalism. In fact, it is 
by splitting both those alliances that 
we intend to build our movement”. The 
authors are invoking a progressive, or 
“anticapitalist” populism, the political 
ideology of the middle classes. 

Their stated goal is to grow the 
women’s strikes and to build links of 
sympathy and support between the 
women’s movement and other social 
struggles, to “join with every movement 
that fights for the 99%”. Having defined 
their anticapitalist strategy as an 
alliance of social movements fighting in 
distinct spheres, the authors are free to 
extol the virtues of various movements 
in turn, evading the question of how 
the movements should relate to each 
other, focusing instead on the tasks of 
feminists in the struggle over social 
reproduction. 

There is a tension throughout 
the pamphlet between the authors’ 
desire to posit feminists as the leaders 
of this anticapitalist alliance and 
their inclination towards a_ diffuse 
horizontalism. At times, “will feminists 
be at the forefront?” is posed as a 
deciding question for the success of their 
anticapitalist uprising. Yet throughout 
the pamphlet, the question of who 
will determine or lead the collective 
tasks of their so-called “anticapitalist 
insurgency” is left unanswered and 
there is no discussion of the forms of 
organisation necessary to sustain an 
alliance of such diverse movements. 
The coming together of the multitude of 
movements is imagined as a spontaneous 
convergence of subjects: “Only through 
conscious efforts to build solidarity, by 
struggling in and through our diversity, 
can we achieve the combined power we 
need to transform society”. 

Though we agree with Feminism 
for the 99% that it is essential to build 
solidarity between different movements, 
our ultimate goal is not just to celebrate 
diversity and learn from each other, 
but to transcend our differences and 
unite the wide variety of spontaneous 


and issue-specific movements into a 
single, multifaceted movement which 
becomes conscious of its common 
goal. The goal must be the overthrow 
of capitalism, which will be necessary 
to achieve permanent liberation for all 
the exploited and oppressed, including 
those oppressed on the basis of sex, 
gender and sexuality. It is precisely 
only political leadership, which, by 
cohering the disparate elements under 
a common programme, can elevate the 
political aims of the various movements 
and point them towards socialism. 

Here the question of agency is 
paramount. Which group can unite and 
lead a global anticapitalist movement? 
The answer Marxism gives is the 
working class - women as well as men, 
drawn from all nationalities and races. 
Its revolutionary potential arises from 
its role in production, through which 
the class acquires the collective skills 
and ethos to combine against their 
exploiters. The family home divides and 
atomises rather than unites the class if 
it is divorced from the workplace and 
the community of working class people. 

But the necessity of unpaid as 
well as paid work to the capitalists 
gives workers and their families - 
as a class not just a workforce - the 
power to fight back. The working class 
has shown that it can build its own 
organisations of struggle as no other 
class can and is the only social grouping 
to have successfully led a_ socialist 
revolution. No heterogeneous “people”, 
no “movement of movements” riven by 
class differences and antagonisms, can 
replace this and be the agency of any 
truly anticapitalist project. 

By rejecting the working class as 
the universal subject within the class 
struggle, the authors reject the goal 
of socialism, i.e. the seizure of state 
power by the working class and the 
democratic planning of the economy. 
Since they reject both bourgeois 
feminism and Marxism, their ideology 
in the final instance is one of petit 
bourgeois feminism, which sees class 
as only one of many identities, with 
overlapping and competing interests, 
and is thus incapable of forging unity 
in struggle. Their pitch for power can 
only be a general ‘anti-systemic’ left 
populism in which the 99% - i.e. all 
classes of the people excepting only 
the billionaires, represented by the 
social movements - are accorded the 
central role, but necessarily without a 
common objective, let alone strategy 
for achieving it. And it is here, on the 
question of tactics and strategy, that the 
book’s most glaring weakness emerges. 
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Women's strikes 

Feminism for the 99% presents the 
women’s strikes as an essential tactic 
for building a “new, noncapitalist 
form of society’, arguing that they 
can revitalise people’s conception of 
strikes around the world. Consistent 
with the authors’ eclectic method, the 
pamphlet is unclear about whether 
the women’s strikes should be built 
as a protest movement to advance the 
semi-autonomous struggle for reforms 
in the sphere of social reproduction, or 
whether they are a conscious attempt to 
weaken capitalism. 

For Marxists, a strike has a specific 
function as a direct confrontation 
between workers and capital. By 
striking, workers deprive bosses of 
their profits, and through the threat of 
continued disruption, aim to win some 
concessions from the capitalists. If a 
strike is generalised into a mass strike 
movement, it poses the question of 
who holds power in society and, given 
the right conditions and leadership, 
can be the catalyst for a revolutionary 
insurrection. Workplace strikes have 
this disruptive capacity because the 
withdrawal of productive labour 
impedes the production of surplus 
value, which is the essence of the cycle 
of capital. By definition, unpaid labour 
in the home does not produce profit, 
therefore its stoppage does not strike a 
direct blow against capital. 

Feminism for the 99% appears to 
accept this premise when it says that the 
role of the women’s strikes is “making 
visible the indispensable role played 
by gendered, unpaid work in capitalist 
society”. In reality the women’s strikes 
are presented as a protest movement 
rather than a conscious attempt to 
build capacity to disrupt the capitalist 
economy. But since Feminism for 
the 99% has no concept of the laws 
and limits of capital, only “ambitious 
projects of social transformation’, it 
posits that such a protest can still be 
a transformative act, “above all, by 
broadening the very idea of what counts 
as ‘labour’”. 

Despite accusing Marxism of 
perpetuating an artificial division of the 
movement into the economic and social 
struggle as separate spheres, Feminism 
for the 99% in fact commits the same 
error in reverse, attempting to give 
social reproductive struggles primacy. 
While exaggerating the capacity of 
the withdrawal of social reproductive 
labour to disrupt capitalism, the authors 
simultaneously undermine the real 
political potential of the women’s strikes 
by artificially limiting their function to 


that of a protest movement designed to 
raise feminist consciousness. Even the 
most basic political demands aimed at 
improving women’s material position 
in society, like universal free childcare 
and equal pay, are conspicuously 
absent, except in their negative form, as 
examples listed in passing of things that 
society currently lacks. 

In fact using women’s role in the 
capitalist economy as workers to organise 
the women’s strikes can be the basis of 
a strategy to broaden the movement, 
drawing greater numbers of workers - 
including men - into the strikes. Some 
of the most successful women’s strikes 
have taken place in countries where they 
have been backed by major trade unions, 
like Spain and Switzerland. Women 
didn’t just stop doing the housework, 
they walked out of their jobs on the basis 
of both social and economic demands: 
equal pay, social provision of childcare, 
an end to workplace harassment and 
domestic violence. 

Linking social and economic 
demands gives the movement a political 
character, putting women at the forefront 
of a struggle which poses questions 
about what kind of social system could 
simultaneously meet all these demands 
and make the gains permanent. If the 
workplace strikes spread, the support 
of unemployed women who work in the 
home will accelerate the transformation 
of the movement into a generalised 
political conflict. 

If sucha movement were successful, 
it would undoubtedly meet resistance 
from the bourgeois state. This point 
would be a crucial one. The movement 
would either need to prepare to take 
power - or prepare for defeat. On the 
nature of the state Feminism for the 
99% is silent too - the best one can 
infer is that the state will somehow be 
rendered obsolete when assorted social 
movements cross a certain threshold of 
radicalism and cooperation. 


Conclusions 

Feminism for the 99% opens by 
asserting: “the organizers of the huelga 
feminista [women’s strike] insist on 
ending capitalism”. Yet despite their 
rhetoric, the authors’ anti-capitalism 
is a utopian aspiration rather than a 
revolutionary strategy. 

How is capitalism to be ended? 
No strike - neither one which halts 
production nor one which is primarily 
a mass demonstration - can do so on its 
own. Mass demonstrations of women as 
homeworkers as well as waged workers 
are immensely valuable as proof of 
our potential power. But if these are 
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to really “insist” on ending capitalism, 
they must first transform themselves 
into political strikes, which consciously 
intend to force a government and the 
state to surrender, and then into an 
uprising, a revolution. 

If the strike is - as indeed it is 
- a vital element of preparation and 
potential catalyst for an anticapitalist 
revolution, then the working class must 
be the central or leading force within it. 
To be sure, it will need allies from other 
oppressed and exploited classes, but the 
working class must be the hegemonic 
class because of the historic fact that 
capitalism cannot do without it whereas 
it can do without capitalism. 

The working class alone can 
socialise large-scale production and 
distribution and, with it, socialise 
reproduction too, liberating women 
from domestic labour in the individual 
family household and ending women’s 
age-old oppression. Since the days of 
Marx and Engels, revolutionaries have 
acknowledged that these goals are 
inextricably linked: “With the transfer of 
the means of production into common 
ownership, the single family ceases to 
be the economic unit of society. Private 
housekeeping is transformed into a 
social industry. The care and education 
of the children becomes a public affair; 
society looks after all children alike, 
whether they are legitimate or not.” 

If all this is true then revolutionary 
objectives need to be recognised from 
the outset, not hidden in confusing 
populist rhetoric or talk of alliances of 
oppressed sections or “identities”, each 
with their own unconnected ideologies, 
agendas and pre-existing leaderships 
and organisations. For anticapitalist 
women, the starting point must be 
the working class women’s movement 
in which women participate both as 
workers and as homeworkers. As the 
principal organisers in the sphere of 
consumption, childcare and education, 
women feel the effects of capitalist crisis 
most immediately. It is no accident 
that in every major class battle that 
overflows the narrow bounds of a trade 
dispute, women have organised. 

The purpose of a working class, as 
opposed to a petit bourgeois, women’s 
movement, is to draw women into 
the struggle for the overthrow of 
capitalism, based on a strategy for the 
revolutionary seizure of power by the 
working class. Its task is to draw up 
political demands for eliminating the 
material basis of women’s oppression 
which should feature in every social 
struggle on the principle: no socialism 
without women’s _ liberation, no 
women’s liberation without socialism! 
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WEINSTEIN: A 
#METOO VICTORY 


By Rebecca Anderson 


NE OF THE 12 jurors who 
convicted Harvey Weinstein for 
criminal sexual assault in the 
first degree and rape in the third 
degree has said in an interview with 
CBS that the #MeToo movement had no 
impact on the jury’s decision. However, 
we must question whether a man like 
Weinstein would have ever seen the 
inside of a courtroom without #MeToo. 

The conviction was based on the 
testimony of two women - Miriam 
Hanley and Jessica Mann. Annabella 
Sciorra also testified, providing evidence 
to support an allegation of predatory 
sexual assault, which carries a life 
sentence. But the jury did not find that 
the burden of proof had been reached in 
respect of that charge. Despite not being 
convicted of the most serious of the five 
offences he faced at trial, Weinstein now 
faces up to 29 years in prison and will 
be sentenced on 11 March. 

More than 100 women have accused 
Weinstein of rape or sexual assault 
since the first allegations were made 
in 2017. Twenty of these women made 
a statement in response to the verdict 
saying, “While it is disappointing that 
today’s outcome does not deliver the 
full, true justice that so many women 
deserve, Harvey Weinstein will now 
forever be known as a convicted serial 
predator... This conviction would not 
be possible without the testimony of 
the courageous women and the many 
women who have spoken out.” 

Research by the National Sexual 
Violence Resource Centre shows that 
one in five women in the US are raped 
at some point in their lives. However, 
rape is the most under-reported crime, 
with only 37% of victims filing a police 
report. Department of Justice and FBI 
statistics show that only five of every 
1,000 reported sexual assaults lead to a 
conviction. A rapist in the US has only 
a 0.005% chance of being convicted of 
a felony. 

When we consider how many 


women had been raped or assaulted by 
Weinstein without coming forward and 
how widespread both knowledge of his 
behaviour and fear of reprisals were, we 
can see that the chances of Weinstein 
being convicted without the #MeToo 
movement were slim to none. 

Predatory sexual assaults on women 
in the film industry - and theatre too - 
have not been common knowledge for 
a very long time; witness sniggering 
jokes about “the casting room couch” 
which accepted that women actors 
could only get a part by in Hollywood 
by enduring this vile treatment. Indeed 
the same goes for a whole spectrum of 
the rich and powerful - Prince Andrew 
and the various Saudi princes - all of 
them seem to regard this as a perk of 
their “trade”. 

So recent events are hardly a 
discovery. What has changed is the idea 
that it must be tolerated. If the members 
of the elite who are now jumping on 
board the #MeToo bandwagon really 
want to help, they should campaign to 
abolish the legal enforceability of non- 
disclosure agreements. 


Labour movement 
Both in terms of empowering women to 
step forward and challenging prejudices 
and assumptions about rape and sexual 
assault, #MeToo has had a huge impact. 
For ordinary women and_ ordinary 
perpetrators, however, more action is 
needed. One reason for the low number 
of convictions is that prosecutors 
can decide whether or not to take a 
case to trial, so a system of automatic 
prosecution of rape cases is required. 
Another reason is the prejudice 
of the juries, who so often accept the 
victim-blaming arguments made by 
the defence. Movements like #MeToo 
change people’s ideas about rape and 
sexual assault. The labour movement 
too has an important role to play in 
educating their members and wider 


Harvey Weinstein 
would never have 
seen the inside 

of a courtroom 

if it were not 

for the rise of a 
movement like 
#MeToo 


society, as well as pressing for consent 
education in schools. 

But for many working class and 
professional women, sexual harassment 
in the workplace by employers, mangers 
and supervisors is protected by the 
power they have to sack or harm the 
career of the complainant. The existence 
of a trade union and its willingness to 
take up these issues and take action is 
the most effective sanction. If the whole 
workforce - men as well as women 
- stopped work or walked off the job 
whenever incidents like this occur or 
are reported, it would have a real effect 
on perpetrators and those who cover up 
for them. 

However, women’s oppression has 
a material basis in our society, so while 
education, legal reforms and trade union 
action can prevent or punish rape, they 
cannot eradicate it. Gender socialisation 
is an integral part of class society, which 
cannot completely socialise housework 
and childcare and therefore teaches 
us that this work is a private, family 
matter and primarily the responsibility 
of women. This makes the family home 
a major scene of such abuse. 

Toxic masculinity, with its sexual 
entitlement and impetus to control, is 
part of male socialisation and within the 
ideology of capitalism, constructed on 
the foundation of society’s material need 
to privatise childcare and housework. 
Again the labour movement in the 
communities, nurseries, schools and 
colleges can and should campaign to 
combat this pathological culture of class 
society. 

The struggle for women’s liberation 
is an integral part of the struggle for 
socialism. Every reform won and 
every struggle against sexism in our 
movement or in wider society demolish 
a barrier to women’s participation in 
that struggle and brings us closer to the 
elimination of class society and, with it, 
women’s oppression. 





20 / RED FLAG | MARCH 2020 


PROGRAMME 





SINN FEIN SURGE 
IRISH VOTERS REVOLT 
AGAINST AUSTERITY 


By Dara O'Coghaidhin 


RELAND’S 7 FEBRUARY election delivered 

a stunning result for Sinn Fein. They won 

24.5% of the first-choice of votes, sweeping 

away the quasi-monopoly exercised on power 
for a century by the centre-right parties Fine 
Gael and Fianna Fail. But the party was pipped 
at the post by Fianna Fail, who netted 38 TDs 
(or members of parliament), to Sinn Fein’s 37, 
thus making them the largest party by number 
of seats. The leadership of Sinn Fein had so little 
expectation of this triumph that they presented 
only 42 candidates for the 160 seats in parliament. 

Confronted with an appalling housing crisis 
and the neglect of public services, voters were 
won over to Sinn Fein’s programme of arresting 
austerity and delivering reforms such as rent 
freezes and construction of low-cost housing. An 
exit poll suggested there was a strong generational 
divide at this election. The frustrated housing 
aspirations of ‘generation rent’ decided the 
outcome of the election. Around 32% of 18-34 
year-olds backed Sinn Fein at the ballot box. The 
ongoing facilitation of speculative property has 
added significantly to demand and seen housing 
unaffordability and homelessness exponentially 
rise. There were 9,731 homeless people in the 
week of 23-29 December 2019 across Ireland. This 
figure includes adults and children. According to 
the homeless charity Focus Ireland, the number 
of homeless families has increased by 280% since 
December 2014. 


Draconian austerity 

This anger has roots in the financial crash that 
was set off by the fall of Lehman Brothers in 
September 2008 and followed by the world’s 
worst economic crisis since 1929. The Irish 
economy entered one of the deepest recessions 
in the Eurozone, with its economy shrinking by 


10% in 2009. The government was forced to 
turn to the European Central Bank, the European 
Commission and the International Monetary Fund 
for €67.5bn to finance the budget and recapitalise 
its banks. Known as the ‘Troika’, these three 
institutions provided bail-out funds contingent on 
an extensive range of austerity measures designed 
to reduce the budget deficit. 

By the beginning of 2013, Ireland had become 
the fifth most expensive country in the EU, with 
house prices 17% above the European average. 
The government also introduced a shocking 
array of welfare cuts that have driven more and 
more people into debt and poverty. The resulting 
austerity pushed Ireland to the bottom of the 
OECD league tables in terms of child poverty, 
deprivation and inequality. As a result, many of 
Ireland’s young adults emigrated. Between 2009 
and 2013, more than 300,000 people emigrated 
from Ireland, four in ten of whom were aged 
between 15 and 24. 

Decades of trade union passivity have 
resulted in low bargaining power for workers 
and an unusually high incidence of low pay. 
While the Irish economy has made significant 
strides forward in recent years, a 2019 report 
from the independent think-tank TASC found 
that Ireland possesses one of the highest rates 
of low pay in the European Union. The report 
also noted that trade union membership and 
coverage are comparatively low, and that Ireland 
ranks 22nd out of the 23 EU countries in terms 
of labour market protection. More and more in- 
work families face over-indebtedness and rising 
non-mortgage debt. It is little wonder then that a 
national survey carried out by Amarach Research 
in 2018 found over half of Irish people reported 
a decline in their mental health as a result of 
the economic crash, with 14% saying they had 
thought about suicide as a result. 


Rise of Sinn Fein 
Taunted by government claims of an economic 
recovery, workers decided to send a message to 
the ruling class. After nine years of gruelling Fine 
Gael rule which saw living standards fall, Fianna 
Fail expected to capitalise on the mood for change 
and lead a new government. However, the party’s 
association with Fine Gael in the confidence and 
supply deal, propping up the latter in a minority 
government since 2016, became their Achilles 
heel. This exposed Fianna Fail to attacks from Sinn 
Fein leader Mary Lou McDonald who targeted the 
left-behind of Ireland’s strong economic growth 
and campaigned on two key issues: the lack of 
affordable housing and failings in healthcare. 
Sinn Fein’s meteoric surge up the opinion 
polls panicked the establishment. Fine Gael and 
Fianna Fail both ruled out entering government 
with Sinn Fein and attacked them on the basis of 
their past support for the IRA. This highlighted 
their own hypocrisy as only weeks earlier they 
celebrated the restoration of the power-sharing 
executive between Sinn Fein and the Democratic 
Unionist Party in Stormont. Facing the ignominy 
of becoming the only Fianna Fail leader never 
to become Taoiseach, Micheal Martin quickly 
revised his long-standing opposition to working in 
government with Sinn Féin when the shock results 
began to emerge. Martin later backtracked when a 
meeting of the parliamentary party decided not to 
enter government formation talks with Sinn Fein. 
Riding on a wave of disgust at the 
government’s attempt to commemorate the Royal 
Irish Constabulary and the murderous Black 
and Tans, and in keeping with their nationalist 
aims, Sinn Fein also promised to secure a public 
referendum on Irish unity north and south. Their 
strategic aim has long been to be a part of the 
government in the north and south to secure such 
a ballot. But as they know perfectly well it is up 
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to the British government to oblige, and as Nicola 
Sturgeon can confirm, this is not on Johnson’s ‘to 
do’ list. 


Solidarity/PBP ‘grand coalition’ 

In the Westminster elections at the end of 2019, 
People Before Profit (co-thinkers of Britain’s SWP) 
rightly attacked Sinn Fein’s record of implementing 
Tory cuts in the Six Counties. During the campaign 
they placed placards, which stated ‘Sinn Fein 
voted for welfare reform’ around parts of west 
Belfast where they have built a significant base. In 
a statement on the Twitter page of PBP Councillor 
Matt Collins, he said, “On Thursday don’t vote for 
parties who supported welfare reform, vote for 
the socialist left.” Barely a month later, PBP TDs in 
the 26 counties were keen to present an altogether 
different image of Sinn Fein. 

As part of an electoral alliance with Solidarity 
(ex-CWI) and its recent split RISE, People Before 
Profit stood on a Keynesian platform with 
demands for increased public spending, free 
public transport, a living wage of €15 an hour and 
the building of extra affordable housing. Revenue 
would be raised through modest tax rises on 
high earners and closing loopholes to make all 
multinationals pay the 12.5% corporation tax - 
one of the lowest headline tax rates in Europe. 
Socialism was now off the agenda. 

Fighting a rear-guard action to hold on to 
their 6 parliamentary seats, SOL-PBP made a 
direct appeal for a “grand coalition” of the left 
to be led by Sinn Fein. In a TV debate Richard 
Boyd Barrett (PBP TD) was keen to assuage the 
concerns of Sinn Fein, the Greens, Labour and the 
Social Democrats by reassuring them they would 
be reliable coalition partners. They also hoped to 
pick up transfers from those parties to get their 
TDs re-elected. After the first count most PBP-SOL 
TDs were in a dogfight to retain their seats. But 
because Sinn Fein ran so few second candidates, 
it meant that when their candidates exceed the 
quota by a large margin, their surplus went 
primarily to other left-leaning candidates. These 
transfers helped SOL-PBP to defy the odds and 
retain 5 of their 6 seats. 


Left government illusions 

SOL-PBP TDs immediately went on the airwaves 
to press Sinn Fein to form a “left government”. 
Many who voted for Sinn Fein over concern for 
housing and homelessness were unaware of their 
record on the issue in the Six Counties, where 
they supported a ‘City Deal’ in Belfast that will 
accelerate the privatisation of publicly owned land 
— all of it previously set aside for the building of 
social housing. PBP fought against this in Belfast 
City Hall. 

However PBP TDs in the South were now 
pleading with workers to “mobilise on the streets” 
- not to bring the country to a standstill like the 
general strike in France - but to appeal to Sinn Fein 
to form a left minority government, including the 
Greens and Labour, who brutalised and punished 
the working class following the economic crash 


Socialists 

in the Irish 
republic 
should argue 
against a 
coalition 
with 
capitalist 
parties such 
as Sinn Fein. 


during their previous stints in power. Any 
government would still require an understanding 
with either Fianna Fail or Fine Gael, through some 
form of confidence and supply arrangement that 
would see them abstain on key votes from the 
opposition benches. This underlines the folly of 
PBP’s proposal. 

Also any ‘left government’ would be confronted 
with the weakness of Irish capitalism, its status 
as a semi-colonial dependency and the threat of 
capital flight. Multinational companies account 
for 90% of Ireland’s exports and use the country 
primarily as a base for tax dodging. Employment 
in manufacturing is actually contracting annually. 
This means that Ireland, as the weak link in 
European capitalism, is particularly vulnerable to 
volatile capital flows. 

The global financial newswire Bloomsberg 
responded to the election result by stating 
that now “could be a good time to dump the 
country’s bonds”, citing the spending promises 
by Sinn Fein. However, the employers’ federation 
IBEC expressed confidence in a “fiscally 
responsible” Sinn Fein who pledged to protect 
the 12.5% corporation tax rate and the profits of 
multinationals. 

Clearly a ‘left government’ would have to defy 
the Troika and cancel the Euro debt if meaningful 
reforms were to be implemented but no ‘left’ 
party is prepared to go down that road. 

For now, any fanciful notions of a ‘left 
government’ have been torpedoed by Labour 
who refuse to share power with Sinn Fein. Sinn 
Fein’s Eoin O Broin also poured cold water on the 
idea stating that it would not be feasible given the 
numbers in parliament, causing PBP’s Richard 
Boyd Barrett to lament that they were “throwing 
in the towel”. Talks between Fine Gael and Fianna 
Fail are expected to proceed this week about an 
unprecedented ‘grand coalition’ involving the 
Green Party. Fine Gael have demanded a rotating 


Taoiseach (prime minister) role as part of any 
deal with Fianna Fail. The best outcome for Sinn 
Fein at this stage is that the talks fail and another 
election has to be held. Sinn Fein could then run 
second candidates in seats where they comfortably 
topped the poll and return strengthened as the 
largest party. This would likely obliterate SOL- 
PBP’s presence in parliament. 


Mass mobilisation 

Socialists in People Before Profit, Solidarity and 
RISE should argue against coalition with capitalist 
parties such as Sinn Fein. The radical left draws 
its strength from mobilising working people to 
fight for their own interests. The suspension of 
water charges in 2016, a massive climb-down 
for the government, was achieved through mass 
demonstrations, confrontation and non-payment. 

Despite the unwillingness of Sinn Fein to 
endorse the boycott of water bills, the radical left 
were able to popularise this message and take a 
lead in organising a broader political fightback. 
However, the failure to build on this campaign 
created a vacuum on the left into which Sinn Fein 
stepped. A similar campaign around the housing 
crisis, which is an indictment of the capitalist 
market, could reinvigorate the left and draw new 
layers of workers priced out of the housing market 
and the private rental sector into struggle. 

Global capitalism has entered a period of 
instability and stagnation. Economists broadly 
agree that Ireland, with one of the most open 
economies in the world, is at greater risk from 
global trade tensions and that a downturn is 
inevitable. The impact of Brexit will be devastating 
as well. Once again workers will be expected 
to socialise the losses and bear the brunt of 
the cuts. We are also on the brink of a climate 
catastrophe which is the most serious crisis that 
humanity has faced in its entire history. Solutions 
to these problems require system change, not just 
government change. 

A real workers government would have to 
challenge Ireland’s capitalist elite and the rake 
of imperialist backers, Euro, US and British. It 
would have to repudiate the Euro debt and, unlike 
Syriza, defy Brussels. Not leave the EU but fight 
the EU and campaign for solidarity amongst 
the European working class in the fight for a 
socialist Europe. Such a government would tax 
the rich, expropriate the capitalists native and 
foreign, nationalise the banks and industry with 
no compensation and under workers control in 
building a bridge to socialism. 

This spectre of socialism will be resisted by the 
captains of industry no less than the forces of the 
capitalist state. That’s why a workers’ government 
would have to be based on armed workers’ 
councils and held accountable to those councils. 
Socialists must launch a revolutionary socialist 
alternative - a new working class party rooted 
in every trade union, workplace and community 
which can coordinate struggle and fight for a 32 
county Workers’ Republic. 
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THE DEAL OF THE CENTURY 


AND THE DESTRUCTION OF 


PALESTINE 


By Marcel Rajecky 


HE FRAMEWORK FOR the next stage 
of the Zionist takeover of Palestine 
and expropriation of her people 
has been revealed to the world in 
Donald Trump’s “Deal of the Century” 
cynically named “Peace to Prosperity”. 

The United States and the other 
supporters of the plan present it as a 
land for cash settlement, in which the 
Palestinian leadership agrees to the 
annexation of 30 percent of the Occupied 
Palestinian Territory in the West 
Bank, in exchange for an international 
investment package totalling $50 billion. 

Britain’s new prime minister, and 
Trump fan, Boris Johnson, has hailed it 
as a positive step forwards and foreign 
secretary Dominic Raab as a “serious 
proposal”, worthy of “genuine and 
fair consideration”. In sharp contrast, 
outgoing Labour leader Jeremy Corbyn 
said; “It will annex Palestinian territory, 
lock-in illegal Israeli colonisation, 
transfer Palestinian citizens of Israel 
and deny Palestinian people their 
fundamental rights.” 

In reality, the plan kills any prospect 
of a Palestinian State within its still 
internationally recognised _ borders. 
Instead, it amounts to yet another 
Israeli land grab, plus strengthening 
US imperialist domination over the 
adjacent states of the region. It would 
also create a new political entity with 
political functions scarcely greater than 
those of a local council, dishonestly sold 
to the world as a Palestinian “state”. 

The so-called “deal”, in the 
negotiations for which not a single 
representative of the Palestinian 
people would take part, came on top 


of the United States’ recognition of 
Jerusalem as the “undivided capital of 
Israel”, Trump’s promise to recognise 
the settlements inside the 1967 West 
Bank Border and his ending of his 
country’s contributions to the refugee 
organisation UNRWA. He even boasted 
to US Jewish leaders, “I stopped massive 
amounts of money that we were paying 
to the Palestinians”, adding that he told 
them, “We’re not paying till you make a 
deal”. In fact, US contributions fell from 
$360m to $60m in 2018 and to zero for 
2019. Schools, hospitals, unemployed 
relief, are all being hit. 

All these actions made it clear that 
Trump was declaring null and void fifty 
years of United Nations’ resolutions, 
accepted by former US presidents. 
In short, the “deal of the century”, 
Israeli Premier Benjamin Netanyahu’s 
expression, is an ultimatum; just accept 
it or we will starve and coerce you into 
submission. No wonder even Palestinian 
Authority President Mahmoud Abbas, 
the most compliant leader Israel has 
ever faced, had to say, “No, no, and no! 
Jerusalem is not for sale. All of our rights 
are not for sale or barter”. Meanwhile, 
demonstrations broke out in Hebron, 
Ramallah, Bethlehem and Rafah and 
other towns and cities were subjected to 
Israeli Defence Force tear gas and bullets. 
In Gaza, the body of a Palestinian shot 
by the IDF was provocatively dragged 
away by a bulldozer. 


Land Swaps 


The most striking element of the 
proposal concerns the _ territorial 


changes whereby Israel will finally 
annex territories in which it has a 
strategic interest. The map of the 
misnamed Palestinian state would be 
an archipelago of blocks of land divided 
and hemmed in by Israeli territory, the 
legal recognition of a process that has 
been going on for over half a century 

In the first instance, all of the 
Jordan Valley will be ceded to Israel, 
consolidating its control over the 
waters of the Jordan, on which much 
of Palestine’s agriculture depends, as 
well as its control over the whole of 
the border with Jordan. The principal 
consideration of Israel’s ruling class, 
however, is the encircling of the West 
Bank, and the establishment of an 
eastern corridor. Central to Israeli 
‘security’ interests, this is agreed upon 
by every ruling class fraction in Israel, 
now in its third election campaign in 
12 months, including so-called ‘liberal’ 
Zionists like Benny Gantz’s Blue and 
White alliance. That such a move 
would involve the further displacement 
of hundreds of thousands more 
Palestinians from their homes seems 
hardly worth consideration. 

In addition, Israel would acquire 
territories to broaden the strip of 
land between the West Bank and the 
Mediterranean Sea, where the majority 
of Israel’s population lives. The areas 
towards the western borders of the 
West Bank, where the largest of Israel’s 
illegal settlements are located, will also 
be annexed. In many cases, settlements 
that have been strategically constructed 
along the outskirts of major Palestinian 
cities, like Hebron, will be incorporated, 
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encircling Palestinians in these cities 
and restricting Palestinian movement 
and day-to-day life. 

Perhaps most significantly, the 
plan proposes the Israeli annexation 
of almost all of Jerusalem, the cultural, 
political and economic centre of historic 
Palestine, captured by Israeli forces in 
the 1967 war. Trump’s deal dishonestly 
names “Eastern Jerusalem” as the 
capital of a future Palestinian entity, 
ostensibly fulfilling the longstanding 
Palestinian demand, but suggests as its 
location the town of Kafr Aqab, a town 
of 10,000 people, roughly 12 kilometres 
from the Al-Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem’s 
Old City. 

The plan leaves open the possibility 
of the transfer of pockets of territory 
in the state of Israel to the Palestinian 
entity, but only some of these are 
included in the proposed map and they 
are subject to stringent conditions. 
Thus, sparsely populated areas in 
the Naqab (Negev) desert will go 
to Palestine, but only for use as an 
industrial zone open to foreign capital, 
whose access will be controlled by 
Israel, which will also administer the 
road connecting the territory to the 
Gaza Strip. 

The plan also suggests that 
Palestinian towns and cities presently 
within in the state of Israel could be 
incorporated into the Palestinian entity, 
although these are not shown in the 
proposed map. Such a move would 
be less a consolidation of Palestinian- 
majority areas, than the removal of 
Palestinian Israeli citizens, thereby 
removing their right to vote in Israeli 
elections and their rights to travel 
while, at the same time, consolidating 
the ethnic homogeneity of the “Jewish 
state”. 

It must be noted that even ifa future 
Palestinian entity were to receive all of 
these territories, this would amount 
to nowhere near a fair compensation 
for the Israeli annexations. At best, 
the proposed Palestinian entity would 
administer 70 percent of its current 
territory, or 16 percent of historic 
Palestine. In return for lands that 
are barely settled, it would lose land 
essential to its agriculture, land that 
connects the northern and southern 
halves of the West Bank, which would 
be bifurcated just south of Jenin. 

These demands for the annexation 
of East Jerusalem, the Jordan Valley and 
the illegal settlements, all originated 
amongst fringe, extreme, elements 
of Israeli politics. They have now 
been taken on by all the mainstream 
parties who would lead the next Israeli 
government with the support of the 


Trump administration. 


Palestinian state 

As well as reconfiguring Palestinian 
territory to the point that it would 
be functionally ungovernable, the 
proposal demands the Palestinians 
accept extreme restrictions on the 
political independence of their future 
entity, denying the most basic functions 
of a sovereign state. 

First, Israel will exercise a veto over 
Palestine’s entry into any international 
organisation. Whilst none are named 
in the proposal, this could include, 
most significantly, the United Nations, 
of which Palestine is still not a full 
member. This demand also raises 
questions about Palestine’s continued 
membership of other organisations. For 
instance, its membership of Interpol or 
the Arab League could be subject to this 
veto on the grounds that the future 
statelet is a ‘new’ political entity. 

The Palestinian entity will be 
banned from developing any type of 
military capability beyond that of a 
lightly armed police force. Even the most 
defensive military infrastructure, anti- 
aircraft defences, anti-tank weaponry, 
even machine guns, are explicitly 
outlawed. The deal also rules out the 
creation of a Palestinian intelligence 
service. Military cooperation with other 
states is also to be subject to an Israeli 
veto, should the latter determine that 
any military agreements pose a threat 
to its ‘security’. 

The deal also demands _ that 
any cases before the International 
Criminal Court against the Israeli 
state be dropped, allowing the crimes 
committed during the occupation to 
go unpunished, and allowing future 
crimes to be carried out with impunity. 
That such a demand is included in the 
deal is evidence of the urgency with 
which Israel wants to prevent the 
investigation into its war crimes that 
the ICC announced in December. 

Indeed, the deal goes further than 
demanding Palestinian cooperation 
against the ICC investigation, setting 
out the condition that Israelis cannot 
be tried under the Palestinian legal 
system either. This is a move that gives 
carte blanche to the settler population 
that will remain in the Palestinian 
statelet, the more political elements 
of which have a record of violence 
against Palestinians. They routinely 
intimidate the Palestinian population 
via destruction of farms and homes 
under the protection of the occupying 
forces, and the deal will allow this, and 
the immunity of the perpetrators, to 


continue. 

The deal probes even further 
into the grotesque details of future 
Palestinian governance, raising 
demands about the future entity’s 
domestic policies. It demands the end 
of welfare payments to the families 
of those killed by the occupying 
forces, whom it callously dismisses as 
“terrorists”. Furthermore, it makes 
extensive demands that the future 
statelet’s education system be cleansed 
of any material critical of the State of 
Israel. 

As well as these demands, there are 
a number of “security considerations” 
setting out Israel’s legal right to 
control Palestinian borders, airspace, 
and fisheries. Israel also reserves the 
right to launch military action against 
Palestinian territory if it suspects the 
leadership of violating parts of the 
agreement. Even in the absence of 
such suspicions, the proposal allows 
“minimal incursions” onto Palestinian 
territory, in the name of security. 


Foreign capital 

As well as an attack on Palestinian 
national aspirations, the deal represents 
a move towards the realisation of 
imperialism’s principal long-term 
objectives in the region: normalisation 
of relations between its client Arab 
states and Israel; and full, unfettered 
access to the markets in the occupied 
Palestinian territories. 

The deal promises an investment 
package of $50 billion, principally 
focused on infrastructure. It proposes 
that the investment be carried out by 
regional states such as Lebanon, Jordan 
and Egypt, with much of the funds 
being provided by Gulf States, the US 
and Europe. 

The infrastructure _ proposals 
outline the process by which all 
Palestinian industries, such as 
transport, power, water, will be secured 
for private capital, with the profits 
being repatriated abroad. 

Very few of these investment 
“opportunities” will yield tangible 
benefits to Palestinian people. The most 
ridiculous of the infrastructure projects, 
a tunnel connecting the West Bank and 
Gaza which, at 45 kilometres, would be 
roughly as long as the Channel Tunnel, 
could be closed at Israel’s discretion. 

Rather than aimed at raising 
Palestinians’ living standards, many 
of the investments are targeted at 
facilitating the extraction of wealth 
from the territory. A_ significant 
proportion of the «£50 billion, for 
instance, is proposed for the upgrade 
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of ports inside Israel, which the 
plan affirms will be used by foreign 
investors to export products made 
inside Palestine to international buyers. 

The investment programme 
also has a clear extractive element, 
setting out the first steps towards 
the ownership of the country’s stone 
and marble and its limited oil supply 
by foreign capital. Most significant, 
however, will be the control of Gaza’s 
offshore natural gas fields, which 
Palestinian State authorities acquired 
from Shell two years ago, largely 
as a consequence of the difficulty 
of operating in a territory that was 
repeatedly bombed by Israel. 

Furthermore, much of the 
investment is aimed at tourism, an 
industry in which a ‘boom’ is difficult 
to imagine as long as the territories 
remain subject to the capricious 
military incursions of the Israeli armed 
forces. 


The purpose of the deal 

The demands that the proposal puts 
on the Palestinian leadership are so 
outrageous that it seems likely that 
its proponents expect, or even want, 
the Palestinians to reject it. Indeed, 
no representative of the Palestinian 
authorities, and few Palestinians at all, 
were consulted on the deal in the first 
place. 

Trump’s son-in-law, and supposed 
negotiator of the deal, Jared Kushner, 
made very clear what he understands 
by “negotiation”: 

“They have to stop holding out 
for myths that will never come, and 
fairy tales that will never come. The 
Palestinian Authority would rather go 
and complain as opposed to come to 
the table and negotiate, which, quite 
frankly, shows that they are not ready 
to have a state.” 

By “negotiate” is meant “surrender 
unconditionally” and “deal” means 
“accept a diktat”. The offer of a bribe 
for doing so, a substantial proportion 
of which would be paid by the 
surrounding Arab states, is noteworthy 
only for its brazen impudence. 

The disingenuous character of 
the Deal, however, does not mean 
Israel and the US will not attempt to 
realise it. The proposals are, after all, a 
series of longstanding ambitions of the 
Israeli state and its allies, particularly 
concerning annexations, disarmament 
and repatriation. Indeed, almost every 
major proposal in the Deal represents a 
policy for which the Israeli ruling class 
has been lobbying for years. 

Furthermore, it is likely that 


many of these proposals will go 
ahead regardless of the opposition 
of the Palestinian leadership. In such 
a case, Israel will be able to use the 
Deal as diplomatic cover, pointing 
to its rejection by all fractions of the 
Palestinian leadership as_ evidence 
of their “non-cooperation”. As Israel 
carries out its now almost inevitable 
annexations and the continued ethnic 
cleansing that will go along with them, 
it will cynically point to the deal as 
the Palestinian’s wasted “opportunity” 
for what it dishonestly presents as a 
sustainable settlement. 


Future of Zionism 

What the charade surrounding the 
Deal exposes is not only that Israel 
is totally contemptuous of the “two 
state solution” but that at long last 
it has a US President willing to drop 
the charade and give Israel’s plans 
his seal of approval. It would be an 
unviable, dependent statelet whose real 
function would be to imprison many 
millions of Palestinians but give their 
gaolers a renewed legitimacy amongst 
the “international community” as a 
“reasonable” state, which is negotiating 
and “conceding” to the Palestinians. 

That Israel refuses even to consider 
what the Palestinians are entitled to 
under existing international law; every 
inch of the West Bank and Gaza, the 
return of displaced Palestinian refugees 
and the withdrawal of every Israeli 
soldier from occupying their territory, 
is not the result of the particular 
strategy of its current government, 
but rather of the ideology of the entire 
movement: Zionism. A country, which 
in 1948-9 ethnically cleansed 700,000 
people, and has successively displaced 
and excluded a total of seven million 
refugees, is not expressing its own 
democratic self-determination, it is 
denying another people theirs and, in 
the process, establishing a “Jewish”- 
supremacist state. 

Whilst apologists for Israeli state 
violence still point to the possibility 
of a Palestinian state alongside Israel, 
the latter continually undermines 
this possibility by fragmenting the 
territory of such a state by the illegal 
construction of settlements. The legal 
framework for Israeli annexations 
has existed ever since 1993, when the 
Oslo Accords were signed and Israeli 
was given significant control over the 
territory that it has now been promised 
in full in Trump’s Deal. 

Whether the Deal of the Century 
proceeds with or without the forced 
consent of the Palestinian leadership, 
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it will be resisted by the Palestinian 
people. In this resistance, they 
deserve the strongest and unremitting 
international solidarity. In fighting 
the Deal, we must simultaneously 
demand an end to the occupation of 
Palestinian lands, the right to return of 
all the refugees, and full civil rights for 
Palestinians inside the State of Israel. 
Now that the Zionist regime and 
Trump and Johnson have endorsed the 
apartheid state project, it is especially 
important that we support the call for 
a single state “from the river to the 
sea”, whose citizens, Israeli as well as 
Palestinian, shall have equal political 
rights. As socialists, we believe such a 
state will best resolve the needs of all its 
people and resolve conflicting national 
claims by establishing social ownership 
of the land, factories, services etc. on 
the basis of a democratically planned 
economy. In short, we must work to 
support the workers and youth of 
both ethnicities and languages to take 
power into their own hands and build 
a socialist Palestine as part of a United 
Socialist States of the Middle East. 
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IRAQ: AL-SADR PREPARES 
COUNTER-REVOLUTION 





By Jeremy Dewar 


RAQ’S REVOLUTIONARY DEMOCRATIC 

protest movement, which started 

on October 1, 2019, is facing its 

biggest test yet, as interim Prime 
Minister Mohammad Allawi is set to 
announce his government, designed to 
end the uprising. 

High school and university students 
have led the movement with a wave of 
strikes, which threatened to lead to 
cancelling the whole academic year, 
and square occupations, including 
the symbolic Tahrir (“liberation”) 
Square in Baghdad. But the movement 
is widespread throughout the nine 
Shia-majority, southern and central 
provinces, with other centres of 
activism in Basra and Nasariyah. 

Repression has been brutal and 
bloody. Over 550 protesters (and 13 
security forces) have been killed by the 
army and police, aided by members of 
the Shia Hashd al-Shaabi militias, the 
Iranian-influenced Popular Mobilisation 
Units, PMU. An estimated 25,000 have 
been injured. 

More recently, the “Blue Hats”, 
members of Shia cleric Moqtada al- 
Sadr’s Saraya al-Salam militia, who used 
to provide protection for the protesters 
from the Iranian-backed militia until 
they switched sides, have also killed 
protesters. In particular, they turned 
on them after al-Sadr’s failed million- 
man march, when Sadrists captured a 
restaurant in Tahrir Square that housed 
the movement’s radio station. 

The psychology of the protesters 
has to be understood in the context of 
half of Iraq’s 40 million population being 
under 21. That is, they have only known 
Iraq’s_ sectarian, post-US invasion, 
government. They are as angry with 
Iran as with US imperialism for 
destroying the country’s infrastructure, 
corrupting the political system and 
wasting public services and jobs. 

It is also why there is a strong bias 
against political parties, since all of these 
have been implicated in the corruption 


that is an inevitable by-product of the 
power-sharing political system. In this, 
Sunni, Shia and Kurdish blocs of parties 
in parliament divide up the spoils of 
office and reward their followers with 
jobs and money. 

As one protester said, “If we had a 
leader, then this movement would have 
been over a long time ago. It’s easy for 
a leader to be compromised or co-opted 
by the forces he’s fighting against”. 
Another protest leader presented their 
goals like this: 

“Today, the protesters are 
threatening the financial empire of the 
parties. The people want a people’s 
government and this threatens the 
[parties] ...since they won't then be 
able to rob [it].” 

Another important feature of 
the movement is the prominent 
involvement of women. On February 
14, in response to al-Sadr’s tweet that 
protesters should be segregated, a 
women’s march defied him, chanting, 
“Stop discrimination against women, 
stop gender segregation!” 

An elderly supporter explained the 
profundity of the change, saying these 
younger women, “have broken down all 
these tribal norms, the religious fatwa, 
the hegemony of male mentality against 
them. This is a new era we are living in”. 

For all these reasons, alongside 
the growing crisis and poverty facing 
the new generation, the protesters 
remain determined to fight for their 
demands: for jobs and public services, 
against government corruption, for the 
withdrawal of all foreign powers from 
Iraq and for democratic, free elections 
and an end to the sectarian division of 
posts. 


The rise of al-Sadr 

The influence of Moqtada al-Sadr has 
been steadily growing for over 15 years 
now. He came to prominence as the 
leader of the Mahdi Army, which took 


on the US and British invasion forces, 
first in Basra, then further afield from 
2004 onwards. Then, having initially 
sought to unite with Sunni opponents 
of the US invaders, he turned his forces 
on the Sunnis in a sectarian conflict that 
saw atrocities on all sides. 

He commands the allegiance of 
large numbers of Iraqi Shias, initially 
because of his revered father, Grand 
Ayatollah, Mohammad Sadeq al-Sadr, 
whose defiance of Saddam Hussein 
led to his assassination in 1999, but 
increasingly because of his own political 
and military weight. He is not, however, 
the most powerful cleric in Iraq. 

Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, who 
rarely makes political interventions and 
then usually on the side of the protest 
movement, is his senior. Moqtada is, 
however, studying in Qom, in Iran, to 
become an Ayatollah himself. Indeed, 
he rarely leaves Iran these days; his last 
sighting was in Najaf in late October. 
When protesters gave him a hostile 
reception, perceiving him to be part of 
the corrupt establishment, he rapidly 
returned to Qom. 

From 2011 onwards, he participated 
in the government both through 
his parliamentary bloc and through 
ministers loyal to his movement. At 
the same time, he supported protests 
(which have erupted spontaneously 
since 2011) against the very same 
government, in which he has become 
something of a kingmaker. In 2014, 
when Sistani called on Iraqis to take up 
arms against ISIS, the Mahdi Army was 
reborn as the “blue hats”. 

The current movement has, 
however, posed problems for al-Sadr. 
The youth have accepted the protection 
of his Saraya al-Salam militia against 
repression by government and Iranian- 
backed forces, led by General Qassim 
Soleimani, the head of the Quds Force 
of Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard 
Corps, but they have not welcomed his 
political interventions and his “charter 
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Protesters in Baghdad in October 2019 


of the reform revolution”. 

Sadr’s attempt to hegemonise 
the movement by calling a “million- 
man march” in January was widely 
considered a flop. As one protester said, 
“This million-man march is different 
from what the street wants. It supports 
the current political system in the 
country, it doesn’t oppose it”. 

Recent events, like the women’s 
march in defiance of al-Sadr’s attempts 
to introduce gender segregation in the 
movement, have confirmed that his 
once-powerful influence on the streets 
is waning. Even one of his clerics, 
caught between the protesters and the 
blue hats, exclaimed, “I will take off the 
turban for the love of Iraq and the city of 
Nasiriyah and the revolutionaries, and I 
am with the Iraqis”. 


Reject the sell-out deal 
The political assassination of Soleimani 
and the PMU leader Abu Mahdi Al- 
Muhandis at Baghdad airport on 
January 3 dramatically shifted the 
political landscape. Sadr is, if nothing 
else, a wily opportunist and saw his 
moment. He had long since abandoned 
his support for Iran playing an overt 
role in Iraq’s internal politics and now 
describes himself as an Iraqi nationalist. 
Now, with Iran having suffered 
a major blow to its ambitions in the 
country and themselves lost several 





leaders in the attack, the PMUs were 
ready to compromise. Following the 
resignation of the provisional Prime 
Minister, Abdul Mahdi, in late October, 
the way was open for the re-emergence 
of Mohammad Allawi, a former 
cabinet minister in Nouri al-Maliki’s 
government from 2006 to 2010. 

First of all, in early January, 
Sadr offered, and formed, a “united 
resistance front” with the Iran-backed 
militias, under his leadership of course. 
Then he backed Allawi taking over as 
interim PM on February 1. 

At the same time, he initiated secret 
talks with Allawi’s representatives and 
the PMU militia leaders; a deal brokered 
in Qom on or around February 1. 
It appears no Iranian government 
representatives were present. News of 
its contents quickly spread, not least 
because of the big mouths of the militia 
leaders. 

Allawi himself announced 
the imminent formation of a new 
government on February 14, which he 
claimed would be “independent” and 
stacked with “competent and impartial 
people, without the intervention of any 
political party”. 

He has also promised jobs, an end 
to corruption and new elections, as 
well as bringing the killers of protesters 
to justice and removing all foreign 
forces from Iraqi territory, in a move 
designed to placate, or at least divide, 


the protesters. 

If this is the carrot, the stick is, 
literally, in the hands of the blue hats, 
who have shown their hand as poachers- 
turned-game-keepers, turning on 
their former allies and attacking the 
protesters, in order to drive out what 
al-Sadr calls the “infiltrators” and 
“instigators”. 

Al-Sadr and Allawi’s deal is a 
huge con. One Iran-backed leader told 
Middle East Eye, “[Allawi] is weaker 
than Abdul Mahdi, and they chose him 
precisely because he is weak. He is not 
allowed to open any real corruption files 
and his government is not authorised to 
make any strategic decisions, including 
removing foreign forces from Iraq.” 

Furthermore, Allawi’s government 
is apparently going to proceed in 
integrating the PMU militias into the 
Iraqi army - a move which will rightly 
incense protesters who have suffered 
torture, rape and worse at their hands. 

The protesters need to rapidly 
rebuild the movement, which has 
recently subsided into its Shia 
heartlands, restarting protests in Mosul, 
Fallujah and Ramadi, which rose up last 
autumn. They should also try to force 
the unions into more active support. 
The teachers have taken prolonged 
strike action alongside their students, 
but the oil workers also need to be 
persuaded to take industrial action. 

Any division along sectarian lines 
will be seized upon, not just by Iran 
but by the US, whose military leaders 
are discussing dividing the country 
and taking Anbar province under their 
tutelage. 

Real action committees, with 
representatives from across the working 
class and youth have to be formed, 
possibly out of the assemblies of the 
occupied squares, and united nationally. 

Despite the justified hatred of 
“leaders” and “political parties’, only 
a unified movement which chooses its 
own leaders can defeat the reactionary 
coalition currently confronting it. But 
within such a movement a revolutionary 
party needs to be formed, able to weld 
together immediate economic and 
democratic demands into a programme 
that points to a transition towards 
socialism. 

It is unlikely that al-Sadr and Allawi 
will be able to “end the demonstrations”, 
as they have threatened, in the near 
future. Nevertheless, repression 
does, eventually, work, unless it is 
disoriented, demoralised and defeated 
by an organised and suitably armed 
resistance. That is now the task of the 
day. 
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